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FOREWORD

I\ FHE AHNDS OF ANy observers. the Rea
san adninistration was assoctated wath policies redirect
mg the natton’'s enerygies to provide tor o stronger
detense. By substantially increasing detense budgets,
the admmistration did more than merely underwnite
improvements in mihtary forees: it undertook niatives
that changed both the image and reality of Amenca’s
nattonal detense and its central rofe m the common
defense of the tree world.

This book assesses those mitiatives. It examines
the policies and programs that were the center of contro-
versy during the Reagan years, ft concentrates upos the
most important issues. like the Strategic Detense Toitiu-
tive. the 600-ship Navs o and the hefty ncrease i the
Defonse budget.

Critics und supporters of the Reagan matiatives do
agree on one pomnt: The Reagan administration came
into oftice with the intent of strengthenimg detense pol-
iy, How well the administration succeeeded i that
eftort and the cost ot that success are vigorousdy

debated an thewe pages.

BrADLEY . HOSMER
Lic:ttenant General, US Ay Foree
President. Nanonal Defense University
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INTRODUCTION

Anater world will not be realized sincply throweh
honorable titentions and good wilio o Noothe pussiat
of the fundamental coals owr nation sechs moworlid
atfairs  pedce, haman riehis. cconomic progross.
national ndependence. and mternational stabiios
reqrares o dedicated cttore toosuppors owr priends aid
detend our piterests Qur CoMPIDNCIT ds Pedemaher i
foctsed on toose L'w!/\

Ronuld Reavan

Wm NOTHE S RE AYGAN  ADMINIS TRV EHION
entered oftice i 19N the detente ot the 19708 had
already ended. The mibitary butldup intnated carlier by
Prestdent Carter and soon to be expanded by Prestdemt
Reagan deaisivets retlected the gult that had grown
between the United Swtes and the Soviet Unron,

n the 1980 presidental campaiegn, Mr. Reagan had
sounded the call 1o arms against what he viewed as a
dire and immediate danger-- an aceelerating Soviet
threat to America’s national security - Detente was disas-
trous. he contended. because 1t ignored the realities of
Soviet expansionism and tutled to stop the shitt in the
balance of strategre nuclear power in favor of Moscow .
To address these problems. Mro Reagan promised a
rapid butldup ot US mulitary torces and farge increases
in detense spending.

[t was assumed at the time that President Reagan
would break radicalty with past policies and programs
ot the Nixon. Ford, und Carter administrations. This
proved only partially correct. The President eschewed

v
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v Inoroduction

cabls Tor quick fixes to redress the so-called “window of
vulnerabihity 77 and crash programs o inerease vonven-
tional weapons production and combat strength. Rather,
the President’s new intiatives involved across-the-bourd
increases in ongoing detense programs. The one excep-
tion wus the Navy. Inessence. the iitial Reagan mitia-
tives did not change overall American strategy: rather,
they focused on the resources needed to implement
enisting strategic goals successtully.

These mitiatives required, and received. a sharp
and sustained increase i detense spending. Congress
was reluctant to tinance these increases by cuts in the
TGreat Soctety” social programs that had been enacted
during the Johnson admimistration. In addition. a gener-
ally stagnant economy seemed to demand tiscal stim-
ulus: the admimstration responded with, and Congress
approached. reductions in Federal tax revenues. In com-
bination these measures resulted i a massive Federal
deticit whose stze increased substantiatly with cach
passing vear. By 1984 the detiait exceeded S50 billion,
and public concern over Federal tiscal policies could not
casily be ignored.

The congressional response was Gramm-Rudman-
Hollings. which mandated spending reductions and
projected a balanced budget by the carly 19908 A throt-
ting-back of Government spending has now set in and
outlays are now growimg at a rate roughly cqual to over-
all cconomic growth. And. after ats sharp increase dur-
ing President Reagan™s first termointlation-adjusted
defense spending settled into g no-growth (actually
shightly negative growthy pattern curly i the second
lernt.

In the strategie area. President Reagan combined
strategic torce moderntzation with new arms control ini-
tatives. In addition to continuing the Carter initiatives
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regarding air-launched cruise missifes, force moderniza-
tion involved procurement of the B 1B bomber, limited
deplovment of the MX misstle. research and develop-
ment on the single warhead missile. Midgetman. and a
revamping of the strategic command. control, com-
munications. and intelligence (C systems. Armis con-
trol proposals—developed reluctantly and belatedhy
according to the President’s critics— mvolved sharp
reductions in the levels of both intercontinental and
intermediate-range systems. These proposals were im-
tially unacceptable to the Soviets and attracted mixed
support among arms control devotees. But the Presi-
dent’s most controversial initiative came in March
1983, Mr. Reagan directed establishment ot a com-
prehensive and intensive rescarch program to develop a
defense against ballistic missiles. The Strategic Detense
Initiative. SDI or “"Star Wars.”” added a note of uncer-
tainty regarding the future of strategic nuclear deter-
rence. Equally. SDIL threatened basic Soviet
assumptions regarding its strategic relationship with the
United States.

The Reagan initiatives, however. wmvolved more
than strategic force modernization. arms control, and
SDI. Former Secretary of State Alexander M. Haig, Jr..
warned that the changing conventional military batance
cast “"a shadow over every signiticant geopolitical deci-
sion. ... It influences the management of international
crises and the terms on which they are resolved.” In
short. deterning future Soviet threats or outright aggres-
ston was possible only it the Umited States possessed
capable conventional land, air, and sca torces. As a
consequence. the Reagan administration adopted four
initiatives related to conventional forces—an increase in
the Navy’s tleet from about 450 warships to more than
6002 an imprecise plan to pressure peripheral Soviet

e



Wi Introduction

interests around the world in order to gain mulitory
leverage in other areas of cntical interest to the U ed
States: a move 1o accelerate development and procure-
mient of “smart” battletield weapons and to increase the
stockpile of war materials needed in a protracted con-
thict in Europe: and finally . steps to increase the fevel of
training and combat readiness of existing conventional
forees.

Of the tour imtiatives. a larger Navy was by tar the
most ambitious and costly. President Reagan succeeded
in persuading Congress to approve construction of two
additional nuclear-powered aireraft carriers. at an esti-
mated cost of 6.8 bilhion. The carrier request was svm-
bolic of the President’s acceptance ot the consensus
among US military plunners that conventional torees
were becoming more crucial than at any time since
Moscow achieved nuclear parity.

Without triviahizing the military threat o the
United States and s allies, congressional observers
teared that the President's approach would be selt-
defeating. Less confident than Mr. Reagan about funds
tor defense and concerned that his imtiatives would
sharply alter relations with both Moscow and America’s
NATOQO allies, Congress was only cautiously supportive.
Other observers advanced proposals regarding a range
of issues not dealt with by the administration: retorm ot
defense organizational arrangements, restructuring of
weapons procurement policies. and changes in toree
structure and operational procedures. particufarly as
they apply to NATO Europe. Each of these proposals
rested on the perception that the armed forces were
infatuated with expensive and technologically complex
weaponry, that mititary organizations, especiafly head-
quarters and agencies, were ovenstatted at the ofticer
level. and that military educational programs were defi-
clent in important respects.
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For an April 1986 conterence in Dallas. a diverse
eroup of civihian and military scholars trom several uni-
versities and governmiental agencies took the oppor-
tunmity to discuss the Reagan administration’s defense
pol. <. The essays prepared tor that conterence and
imclude. aere. detailed and insightful observations on
the several topies touched upon in this introduction.
have since been revised. updated. and cdited tor this
volume. The editors behieve that this collection
provides, under one cover, one of the tirst comprehen-
sive studies of the Reagan administration’s national
security pohicies. That the authors retlected on these
issues for some months also makes possible. perhaps.
more reasoned and perceptive judgments of the long-
term mplications of the policies of this administration.

Part 1 of this collection includes five papers on
regional and global issues. The tirst is by Schuvler
Foerster, who analyzes the efforts of President Reagan
to alter the agenda of arms control from the legacy of
SALT (Strategic Arms Limitation Tulks). Foerster notes
that President Reagan has pursued simultaneousty a
myjor strategic modernization program and sharp reduc-
ttons in both strategic and intermediate nuclear
weapons. Both mitiatives were designed to overcome
the perception of strategic vulnerability that developed
in the 1970s. The paper examines the legacy of SALT.
the dilemma of extended deterrence in NATO. and
evolving US positions in both strategic and intermediate
arms control negoniations. It is Foerster’s contention
that while the two intiatives are compatible in the near
term., success inarms control will ultimately require the
United States and its allies to reassess their nuclear
strategies and force modermzation programs.

The second paper. by Paul Godwin. considers US
policies in Asia. Godwin argues that the United States

s
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has viewed Northeast Asia as strategically more enitical
than Southeast Asia. The geographic proximity of
China. Japun. the two Koreas, and the Soviet Union in
Northeast Asia has greater potential tor conflict than
existsy among the smaller. less developed nations in
Southeast Asia. The Reagan administration. Godwin
observes. has accepted this view. with some adjust-
ments, set in motion by previous administrations. The
author contends that security relations in Asia, tor both
Washington and Moscow, are far more complex. tluid.
and politically sensitive than in Europe. In tact. the
United States under Mr. Reagan has been able 1o tirm
up loose coalitions of allies and friends in the Asia-
Pacitic region. But it must now strengthen its coopera-
tive ties to friendly. if nonaligned. states. thereby
strengthening the political context required for a suc-
cessful detense policy.

Peter Zwick is the author of the third paper. He
examines the reasons for Mr. Reagan’s shift from the
harsh criticism of the Soviet Union that characterized
his first term to what the author terms a “realistic™

approach. He suggests that it is the ascendancy of

Mikhail Gorbachev that led to this change. In addition,
Gorbachev's feadership styvle and the politics he adopted
in his first year point to a new era in Soviet toreign pol-
icy: a differentiated approach to the West and to the
Third World. In effect. Gorbachev hopes to raise the
cost of confrontational rhetoric to the United States and
to increase the payoft for ““realism™ in American for-
cign policy. Zwick guestions whether President Reagan
will understand and be willing to play by rules that ne-
cessitate a commitment to diplomacy and negotiaed sct-
tliements based on mutual benetits.

John F. Guilmartin tackles what is the most topical
element of the contlict spectrum with his wide-ranging
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historical analysis of terrorism. Guilmartin believes that
the use of wilitury force to counter terrorism has been
Treasonubly effective.” But he goes on to say that any
long-term approach requires fundamental reform of the
“mailitary instrument. T More s involved than new
cquipment: the detense establishment must understand.
appreciate. and learn to utilize more ettectively the
feadership and training of its personnel.

The final chapter in this part 1s Roy Werner's essay
on security assistance policies. He traces their evolution
as a support tool ot containment and as a political fever
with nonaligned nations. Security assistance programs,
Werner notes. have not been used as economic pro-
grams linked to the balance of payments and trade deti-
cits. He also points out that the burdensome trade
deficits faced by the United States may require such a
consideration. In addition, this puper examines two fun-
damental questions regarding sccurity assistance: the
supplier’s responsibility to evaluate a recipient’s use of
the weapons it receives, and criteria appropriate to this
evaluation. Regardless of the how or why provided.
security assistance should be viewed as only a second-
ary contribution; in the end peaceful resolutions of con-
flict will uttimately require solutions that do not entail
COCTCIVE medianisms.

The second part includes three papers on defense
resource requirements. The rst. by Dennis S. Ippolito.
focuses on defense spending and budgeting. The paper
reviews historical patterns of defense spending and the
relationship of defense outlays to the rest of the Federal
budget. Ippolito contends that the Reagan detense
buildup has not, despite the popular perception. solely
or even primarily been responsible for the worsening of
the Federal budget deficit. Ippolito belieses that Presi-
dent Reagan is in a unique position to achieve what was




wn {niroduction

considered impossible when he came to otfice in 1981,
namely. long-term growth in defense und a reduction in
the relative size of the Federal budget. From any per-
spective, according to Ippolito. this would represent one
of the most important budget pohicy accomphishments of
the modern cra.

David Segal and Nathan Hibler discuss manpower
and personnel policies and conclude that the United
States is 10 a tar better posture in the late T980s than a
decade carhier. Recruitment goals have been met and the
quality of personnel has improved markedly. Segal and
Hibler attribute these improvements to increases in mili-
tury compensation, to establishment of educational
incentives. and to the relatively high civilian youth
unemployvment of recent years. The authors are con-
cerned that under budgetary constraints both manpower
and personnel accounts may become vulnerable. In
addition. existing benefits. it cut or ehiminated. will
atfect the military s ability to compete in the mar-
ketplace tor the quality personnel essential in an all-vol-
unteer force. Weakening of recruitment incentives will
necessitate additional recruitment from the secondary
fabor market: women and minority group members.
Such a strategy raises concerns apparent during the
19705 Will disadvantaged clements of society be
greatly overrepresented in the armed forces and. in case
ol war, sufter disproportionate casualties?

Dov Zakheim contends that the defense programs
in the Gramm-Rudman-Hollings era must of necessity
remain roughly simifar to those proposed prior to the
introduction of this deficit reduction legislation. He rea-
sons that US forces must continue to support commit-
ments that have existed for several decades. Altering
these commitments is unlikely since they are con-
structed on the basis of political relationships developed
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since World War 110 Zakheim behieves that Gramm
Rudman-Hollings will not appreciably attect the detense
budget. but will engender chunges in other arcus ot gov-
ernmentad spending.

Part HE considers torces and weapons systems It
opens with o chapter on lund wartare by Wil
Staudennuuer. Staudenmaier contends that hiscal aus
terity will prevent the Arms from achies e the toree
structure its leaders believe requirad by the threat tacine
the United States. Av @ comsequence. the Armv. which
requires 860,000 soldiers © man an I8-division toree.
must choose between a ““hollow Army ™ or cuts s
torce structure. Staudenmaier s dlso concerned that the
equipment necessary to fight etfectively will not be
torthcoming during this pertod of austerity. Ultimatels .
the United States will be toreed to rely primanty on air
and naval forces in stituations short ot war. with the
Army’s rapid deplovment capability available tor uppro-
priate circumstances. To mmprove overall flexibility.
Staudenmaier theretfore suggests a reallocation of
defense spending. reducing general purpose NATO
force expenditures by 6 percent. with this savings
applied to contingeney forces, thereby increasing them
by 25 pereent.

The Navy has been the prime beneficiary of the
Reagan administration’s largess. John Williams ampli-
fies and details the strategic concept known as the
“*Maritime Strategy.”” which formed the basis for that
Service's expansion. The Maritime Strategy evolved
within the Navy. and dictates how increased naval
capabilities would be used to deter, and possibly to
fight. a conventional conflict with the Soviet Union.
Critics of the strategy. Williams points out. view the
Maritime Strategy primarily as a rationale for the
expanded forces the Navy has long desired. Williams
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suggests that the current Maritime Strategy will be ditt
cult to sustain i the light of budgetary retrenchment.
The dilemma this poses for the Navy s that the threat o
our nattonal commitments s unlikely to dectine.

A discussion ot the Air Foree tollows. Thomas
Fabvunic examines this Service and notes that the Air
Force in 1986 was a tar superior military instrument.
quantitatively and qualtzatively. to the one inhenited by
President Reagan in 1981, Some of the changes that
have brought this about were motivated by civilians. tor
example. Midgetman and Special Operations Forees:
others were promoted by the Air Force. an institution
that Fabyanic contends is too hardware-oriented. This
latter quality hamstrings the institution n its ability to
develop eftective strategic concepts, leaving the Service
vulnerable to pleas for new systems whose wartighung
values are suspect.

The last article in part H1 s a discussion ot the
Strategic Defense Initiative (SDD. Stater and Gold-
tischer are skeptical. contending that contusion and
mconsistency on the part of the Reagan administration
characterize that program. As presently conceived. SDI
will likely lead both to an arms race and to crisis
mstability. There are good arguments tor a ballistic
missile defense, according to Stater and Goldtischer.
but the bad arguments put forth by the Reagan admin-
istration have all but buried the good ones. The authors
discuss reasons why SDI is worth pursuing: for safe-
guarding against clandestinely retained nuclear weapons
and against third-party or terrorist attacks.

In part IV, Jacques Gansler examines readiness
issues and acquisition policies. Gansler argues that both
Congress and the executive branch have historically
focused on problems of ““fraud and abuse.”" Both insti-
tutions. he believes. should shift their attention to a

ot
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neceded restructuring of the plunming. budgeting . and
acquisttion process, along the hines proposed by the
Packard Commission. In addition, Gansler sugeests
reforms that would change the “eulture™ of procure-
ment and, by providing incentives for efficiency . con
tribute to improvements in the acquisition process

Lawrence Korb suggests that the Department of
Detense achieved commensurate improvements in readi-
ness and hardware capabiliies during the Reagan era
These mmprovements were o result of a0 32 pereent real
growth in the defense budget (discounting tor intlation)
between tiscal vear 198O and fiscal vear 1983
However, Korb is not optimistic that readiness and sus-
tainability will continue to be adequately tunded. The
fiscal vear 1986 budget declined by 6 percent in real
terms. the largest drop in 15 years. and the short-term
outlook does not appear hopetul tor budget increases.
The challenge will be to maintain the balance between
modernization and readiness in a pertod of budget
retrenchment. It this is not done. Korb argues., the gains
in readiness of the early 1980s will be lost quickly.

The authors and editors hope this volume opens
new vistas and suggests directions that heretotore have
not been pursued by this or previous administrations.,
Furthermore. for scholars, we hope these articles will
stimulate further analysis and debate of the issues exam-
ined in this volume. Clarification of the strengths and
weaknesses of past policies will ultimately assist in

understanding the multidimensional security needs of

the United States and its alliance partners in the decades
ahead.
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THE REAGAN ADMINISTRATION
AND ARMS CONTROL.:
REDEFINING THE AGENDA

Schuyler Foerster

N() PRESIDENT ENTERS 1HE OV OfbiCH
with u blank agenda. nor does he enjov the uncon
stramed freedom to shape an agenda Observers man
debate the extent o which o President can ~hape the
destiny of his administration. or whether his accom
phishments are sigmbcantdy determned by the various
political systems mternational and domesue o which
he s but one. albeit important. actor Tn the arenas ot
detense policy - nuclear strategy . and arms control,
President’s fatitude s more constraimed by systenmige tae
tors thun 1tas in other policy arenas. For the Unied
States, no loss than tor ather states. arms control i par
ticular s interwoven with both high and Tow polines, w
the domestic Jevel. within an alliance tramework . and
an Bast-West international content.

Much of the armis control agenda was dlready
place when Ronald Reagan entered the Oval Otfice
bEqually. the President inhertted a situation in which
there was a strong impetus o pursue arms control initia-
tions. Because arms controb s a contractual process
between two independent (sovereign) actors, cach party
must approach the process with a sense of sirengrh with
which to negotiate. even as cach party is brooght to the
process out of i sense of valnerability. Although these

"
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two etements - strength and sulnerability are arguably
part of any contractual process, they are especially
sahientn the nuclear business where both the measures
of power and the magnitude of risk involve such high
stukes.

Ity commonplace to note that. pohtical and deo-
fogical contlicts notwithstanding, the United States and
the Soviet Union share a conminon interest in war avoid-
ance and nuclear confrontation. This mutual vul-
nerability ot the nuclear age provides an incentive for
cach to seek a regulated strategie relationship as one
means to enhance national security. Conceivably, arms
control can provide mutual benefits in a nonzero sum
game context. Y ot the United States and the Soviet
Union approuach this security dilemma of the nuclear age
with different geostrategic outlooks. ditterent perspec-
tives on the utility of nuclear weapons and ot military
torce in general, and. accordingly. different torce struc-
tures. For cither to teel confident about s ability to
secure its interest in such negotiations, therefore, cach
side requires sutficient manitestations ot military
strength to sustain leverage in the negotiations.

The Reagan administration entered office at 2 tme
when US miulitary strength was viewed as inadequate to
sustain an etficacious bargaining position. Perhaps more
to the point. the sense of American vulnerability was
especially high. In his first Annual Report to Congress.,
Detense Secretary Weinberger stressed ““the fong over-
due modernization of our strategic tforces. ™! Noting that
arms control was “a melancholy chapter in the troubled
history of the Tast decade or two.”” Weinbeoger was spe-
cific about the source of US ““disappomntment™™: "Our
land-based deierrent forces have become highly vulner-
able even though one of our main purposes in SALT
wis to prevent such vutnerability "™
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In many wavs. the Reagan administration has
attempted to redefine the agenda of arms control. and in
many respects it has succeeded in doing soo Tt is not so
clear. however, that the redetinition wilf be as complete
and as straghttorward as hoped by the adnmimnistration,
There scemed, from the outset. 0 be a sense that
rebuilding of strength would be the antudote to vul-
nerability. with strategic modernizaiion and a return
new forms of arms control proceeding i sequence. As
events evolved, however, the same vulnerability that
drove the pursuit of strength also compelied deliberate
moves i arms control. Indeed. the pursuit of arms con-
trol was necessary s @ concomitant condition tor the
pursuit of military strength,

Even as the Reagan administration seemed bent on
redetining the agenda. it could not escape the Tact that 1t
had inherited o policy framework trom its predecessors.
To understand the context of arms control in the Reagan
administration. theretore. it iy necessary o explore the
legacy which 1t inherited. The next section discusses the
relationship between strategy and arms control. since
the latter cannot be—or ought not o be—disconnected
from the former. Subsequent sections summarize the
legacy of the SALT process in the 19705, [amented by
Weinberger in his first annual report, and the alliance
dimension of US strategy and arms control,

The unsuccesstul negotiations on both intermediate
nuclear forces in Europe and strategic weapons between
1981 and 1983 provide the context in which the Reagan
administration sought to define its own approach to
arms control. That period laid the foundation for the
fatest ettorts. ongoing i Geneva since March 1985,
That process has revealed 1 secunty dilemma. inherent
to the nuclear age. with protfound implications tor US
policy.
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Nuclear weapons are a significant element of
national military power for superpowers, but possession
of a strategic nuclear arsenal does not automatically
provide a deterrent. nor does it necessartly translate into
an etficacious political instrument. Regardless of one’s
offensive prowess. societal vulnerability is a reality
which can be only partly mitigated by military strength.
Weapons programs are necessary instruments for one’s
strategy. but they also provide the necessary leverage
tfor arms control processes which that same vulnerability
compels. The Reagan administration has pursued both
substantial improvement in the US strategic arsenal and
a dramatic reorientation ot the arms control agenda.
Success in the tormer is a hedge acainst tailure in the
latter. but improved capabilities also serve as levers for
success in the latter. There remains, however, the pos-
sibility that success in both arenas may create tunda-
mental incompatibtlities between the two policy
directions.

Strategy and Arms Control in the Nuclear Age

Well over a decade ago. amid a debate on whether or
how detente would alter the postwar international sys-
tem. Michael Howard wrote:

The objective of strategy has remained unchanged since
before the advent of the nuclear age—coercing one’s oppo-
nent into abandoning his preferred course of action by posing
the alternative of unacceptable punishment: but that object
was not to be achieved less by manipulation of actual forces
than by manipulation of risks.?

In many respects arms control has evolved into a
component of defense policy, serving to complement a
state’s ability to manipulate others’ perception of risk.
Arms control has left its maternal source. idealistic
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notions ot disarmament. and has become integral to the
strategic frameworks in which weapons find their utility.

The distinction between arms control and disurma-
ment 18 an important one. As Thomas Schelling and
Morton Halperin pointed out 25 vears ago. arms control
is ““concerned less with reducing national capabilities
for destruction in the event of war than in reducing the
incentives that may lead to war or that may cause war to
be the more destructive in the event it occurs.”™ Sim-
ilarly. Hedley Bull noted at the same time that disarma-
ment—the reduction or abolition of arms—need not be
controlled. although arms control involves the necessary
element of restraint in arms policies.” Such restraint
may apply to the character of weapons. to their deploy-
ment. or to their employment: it need not involve a
reduction in the level of armaments and. indeed. may
not necessarily be incompatible with the increase in cer-
tain types of armaments as long as that increase is
within ~ framework of restraint on future policies.

Ideally. arms control can facilitate the creation of a
strategic relattonship in which antagonists can subse-
quently reduce levels of armaments. The essential cle-
ment of arms control. however. remains the stability of
the relationship between strategic adversaries rather than
levels of armaments. There may be other side bene-
fits—reducing the effects of war, building mutual conti-
dence between adversaries. or lowering the costs of
defense—but the central utility of arms control i< its
ability to raduce the chances of war by minimizing mis-
calculation, misperception, and anxiety in a crisis and
by reducing the incentives for starting a war.®

The development of arms control thinking along
these lines paralleled the evolution of deterrence theory
itself as the latter adapted to the realities of the missile
age. In particular. Mutual Assured Destruction (MAD)
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derived as much from arms control theory as from
deterrence theory. Proceeding trom the premise that
nuclear warfare was not—and should not be—a usable
instrument of state policy. MAD made puossible certain
distinctions in weaponry that. in turn. provided a foun-
dation on which arms control could develop. Invulner-
able retahiatory capabilities and vulnerable societies
were essental to mutual deterrence. It followed, then.
that weapons which were vulnerable. cipable of disarm-
ing an adversary’s retahiatory torce. or capable of
defending one’s own - ociety were “destabilizing™:
weapons which were invulnerable, capable of destroy-
ing an sdversary’s society. but not threatening to an
adversary’s capabihity to retaliate were ““stabilizing. ™ In
short. the traditional preterence of defense over oftense,
at least for arms controf purposes. was i a fashion
reversed: deterrence rested on an oftensive retaliatory
capability. while the avoidance of defense—at least for
one’s society—helped to ensure that any incentive for
initiating war would be absent.

The Legacy of SALT
In practice. the Strategic Arms Limitations Talks

(SALT) embodied a process which had no element of

disarmament assoctated with 1it. Limits on intercontinen-
tal ballistic missile (1ICBM) and submarine-launched
ballistic missile (SLBM) launchers in the 1972 SALT |
Interim Agreement on Offensive Weapons reflected the
US and USSR force structures. either deployed or under
construction. v the five-year duration ot the treaty.
When combined with the Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM)
Treaty. however. SALT | uppeared to institutionalize
parity: both the United States and the USSR would
preserve their invulnerable retahiatory capabilities and
endure @ “mutual hostage relationship.™

* .
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Yet institutionalizing MAD as o strategic frame-
woirk o superpows s relatiorshins has been elusive. In
the wake of SALT L0t became evident that the Soviet
Union did not share the US theoreucal view that societal
vulnerability and assured retaliatory capability were
desirable clements of a strategic tramework. The rea-
sons are political. ideological. historical. and cultural.
as well as strategic. Some subsequently argued that it
was irrelevant whether the Soviets aceepted societal vul-
nerability as a desirable state of attuirs: the mutual hos-
tage relationship remained. tor the toresceeable tuture,
an inherent and unavoidable feature of the nuclear age.
Others. however. viewed Soviet persistence in pursuing
ABM technology. increased mvestment i civil detense.
and tascination with large. heavy 1CBMs as indicative
ot a continuing effort to find an escape from that hos-
tage relationship.

Likewise. SALT | did not ettectively bloek those
Soviet etforts. With respect to the ABM Treaty. even a
generous interpretation of Soviet activity suggests they
have pushed the limits of the treaty's provisions in prob-
ing the possibilities of ABM territorial defense > Of
more immediate concern. the Soviets began to exploit
the advantages which larger ICBM throw-weight
capability give them by deploving multiple independ-
ently targetohic reentry vehicles (MIRYVN) i the wake of
SALT I. The United States had only indirectly suce-
ceeded in restraining Soviet “heavy' ICBM deploy -
ment in SALT L. Subsequently, MIRVed Soviet 8§- 18
replaced the 308 SS-9 “heavy ™™ 1CBMs but multiplied
the allowable number of independently targetable
countersilo-capable warheads by a factor ot 10, Sim-
ilarly. despite attempts to hlock the substitution of
“heavy ™ ICBMs tor “light™ ICBMs. the Soviets began
to replace their §8-11 ICBMs with the SS-19. with
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three times the throw-weight and MIRVed with six
wirheads.”

The growth of o Soviet countersifo capability {ed
many to speak of a possible "window of vulnerability ™
tor the United States. The dominant issue in arms con-
trol became not the institutionalization of MAD but
removal ot a threat to the US land-based ICBM force.
According to the logic of MAD. cach side could main-
tain a capability to destroy the other’s society. but to
use that capability would only invite the other side 1o
retahiate in like tashion. Only a first strike which ettec-
tively disarmed the adversary would avoid that suicdal
outcome. Countersilo-capable MIRVed TCBMs.
however. created the ominous possibility that sufticient
warheads could be targeted against an adversary’s
ICBM force. etfectively disarming the only leg of the
triad capuble of stiking hard targets. While over 55 per-
cent of US strategic warheads were in SEBAMs and
almost 25 percent of s warheads on itercontinentad
bombers. it would have the capabiliny to retatiate
against such a Sovicet strike ondy by assuring the destrue-
ton of Soviet Locicty. ™ In short, atter losing ity
fCBMs. the United States would still have the assured
destruction capabihity called tor by MAD. The Soviet
Union, however. would still retain iy assured destrue-
ton capability as well. Thus. under the logic of MAD it
would be irrational tor the Umited States to retatiate
agamst a Soviet first strike aganst the US TCBM toree.

Such a theoretical possibility propelled a defense
debate that has gone 1o the very roots of the nuclear
dilemma. MAD has been criticized as a dubious *the-
ory of prewar deterrence”” that has seduced the United
States imo ignoring the essential requirements of a strat-
egy in the event deterrence failed: what was needed was
a clear notion of how military power could achieve
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political ends in war. " This debate is often cast in
Glenn Snyder’s classic categorization of deterrence
versus defense or. more precisely . deterrence by punish-
ment versus deterrence by dental. Deterrence by the
threat of devastating punishment is the essence of

MAD. recalling Bernard Brodie's characterization of

the atomic bomb as the “"Absolute Weuapon™ ' the ven
destructiveness of nuclear weapons has made them the
“weapon to end war,”" because such destructive power
is presumed to have no political utihty. MAD mercly
extends this feature to its logical conclusion and offers
framework of stabtlity in which the “balance of terror™
15 not quite so precariots. Deterrence by dennal requires
the ability to deny an adversary militarv—and hence
political—success by keeping nuclear weapons usable in
the event deterrent threats fad. Such ““warfighting™
notions are anathema to MAD. precisely because the
weapons favored under one theory are incompatible
with those favored by the other.

In reality. the United States has never had a totally
“MAD " -oriented torce posture. The technotogy neces-
sary for MIRVing. for increased accuracy in [CBM and
SLBM warheads. and for associated command. controt,
communications. and intelligence (C*' had advanced
considerably. paralleling the development of Soviet
strategic wartighting capabilities. The ~"Schlesinger
Doctrine.”” embodied in the 1974 National Security
Decision Memorandum (NSDM) 242, called for greater
tlexibihity in targeting options to allow hmited nuclear
strikes as an alternative 1o indiscriminate response. The
MK-12a RV and warhead. more accurate than its pred-
ecessors. was deployed on 300 Minuteman ils. and
comparable technology will provide each of the 10 MX
warheads with a hard-target kill capability. Similarly,
the countersilo-accurate Trident DS, still 10 be

s s e
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deploved. will transform the SLBM torce trom its tradi-
tional role as a force capable only of assuning the
destruction of Soviet socioeconomic assets.

These technologicul developments led o a new tar-
geting strategy in the Carter administration, Presidential
Directive 59 (PD 59). which was carried over an the
Reagan administration as National Security Decision
Directive 13 (NSDD 13). Fundamentally similar. both
strategies primarily target Soviet political structures and
command and control networks, as well as military tar-
gets, tn the attempt o provide the President with
options besides the destruction of Soviet society ./ The
force structure required by this strategy mmvolves
increased numbers of warheads. greater hard-target kil
capability, and a substantial investment in both ground-
based and space-based C°l capabilities. The search tor
strategic defense options represents merely an extension
of this logic. not based on a desire to achieve a first-
strike capability against the Soviet Union. but based on
a reluctance to stay locked into a mutual hostage reli-
tonship whereby un American President has only the
options ot surrender or sutcide in response to Soviet
attack.

The Carter admimstration™s ““countervailing strat-
cevT was announced in August 1980, in the wake of his
withdrawal of the Hl-fated SALT Il Treaty from ratifica-
tion proceedings in the Senate. While the failure of
SALT [T certainly did not cause this shift in strategic
thinking. it represented a general disillusionment with
an arms control process that did not appear to be
improving the US strategic predicament.'’ Like s
saline predecessor. SALT 11 largely ratified existing
torce structures. While it succeeded in imposing limits
on MIRV-capable weapons systems, and indirectly
capped the number ot warheads available to each side.,
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it did noc tundamentally alter o marked Soviet
advantage in hard-target Kil'-capable 1TCBMS. Oppo-
nents of the treaty. amonyg them Carter’s successor,
rejected 1cas Crtatally tlawed ™™ because it seemed 1o
legitimize this theoretical instabihty . Proponents of the
treaty noted. in rebuttat. that the USSR was at least
restrained in future weapons developments. while the
United States did not have to alter its existing plans tor
strategic modernization, '

The Alliance Dimension

The utifity of nuclear weapons—-and. hence. the desir-
ability of alternative schemes tor controthing them s
only partly understood in the context ot the US-Soviet
competition. Were the United States to be concerned
only with the security of its own teesitory . the dilemmas
of the nuclear age would be less complicated. atthough
still not simply resolved. The requirements for
extended deterrence T —-the deterrence ot attacks
against atlies—are different trom those of “basic deter-
rence’—the deterrence of attacks against oneselt. The
logic of MAD is at least theoretically applicable in a
relationship between two nuclear-armed adversaries.
sinee it ofters fittle or no incentive tor cither side to ini-
tiate a nuclear strike. The togic of MAD doces not.
however, provide much solace for the Western Euro-
pean allies of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization
(NATO). The doctrine of flexible response obliges
NATO to defend against. for example. a Soviet inva-
sion with conventional forces. but contemplates the pos-
sibifity that NATO might have to escalate to the nuclear

tevel in that defense. In short, NATO might find iselt

the first to use nuclear weapons, and the United
States—the provider of that extended deterrent guaran-
tee— would have to authorize that first use.

s
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Such use of nuclear weapons can now take three
torms: tactical or battlefield weapons. intermeds.
nuclear forces based in Europe. and the US strategi
nuclear arsenal. So-called tactical nuctear weapons
could be used aguainst targets contined to the kuropean
theater of operations. Designed as a link ina chain ot
graduated response ranging trom conventional detense
to strategic nuclear retahiation against the USSR, these
weapons are being unifateratly reduced to 4,600 n
Europe. down from a peak of some 7.000 weapons in
the 1970x. Although they posc a threat to attacking
forces. they are not capable of stniking the territory ot
the USSR,

Until 1983, the only effective way to keep the
Soviet Union from being a “sanctuary™™ in 4 war which
they might imtiate in Europe was to use the US strategic
arsenal. Clearly such use of weapons would require that
US strategic nuclear weapons be in fact “usable™
capable ot achieving desired political ends. A purely
MAD force posture would not provide that option. but
as noted above. counterforce weapons and targeting run
counter to the logic of MAD. Morcover. to the extent
that the Soviet Union remains in a position to employ
nuclear weapons against US strategic assets—and
thereby deter US strategic use—the credibility of US
extended deterrence may be even more questionable
than that of the US basic deterrent threat.

Helmut Schmidt. then Chancelfor of the Federal
Republic of Germany (FRG)Y. stressed this contlict
between the requirements of extended deterrence and
the realities of superpower nuclear parity to the NATO
allies in 1977:
|Strategic parity] will make it necessary during the coming
yaars .. to reduce the political und military role of strategic
nuclear weapons as a normal component of defense and
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deterrence. the strutegic nuclear component will become
mereasingly regarded as an instrement of last resort. 1o save
the nanonal anterest and procect the survival of those who
possess these strategic weapons of last resorr.”

A paradox existed: to the extent SALT [ succeeded
in institutionalizing superpower parity and MAD . 1t
tended to undermine the extended deterrent foundations
of NATO. To the extent thut the SALT process tailed 1o
deal successtully with the strategic predicament posed
by Soviet [CBM devetopments, it further ¢ xacerbated
this paradox. Only by creating a balance between
NATO and Warsaw Pact comventional forces could
NATO reduce its reliance on the Umited States
extended-deterrent cuarantec. Since that was not torth-
coming. NATO turnced to a third form of nuclear
weupons—Long-Range Intermediate Nuclear Foree
(LRINF)—to bolster the “coupling™ of the detense of
Western Europe and the US extended deterrent.

NATO s 1979 dual-track deciston envisioned the
deplovment of 572 US Pershing 11 and ground-launched
cruise missiles (GLOMs) in Western Europe. beginning
m 1983, unless the Soviet Union agreed to negotiate
appropriate reductions in their nuclear missiles—-speciti-
cally their new S5--20s-—amed at Western Europe. No
agreement was forthcoming. and deployments continue
although NATO councils persistentiy stress their
willingness ““to modity. halt. reverse. or dispense
altogether with LRINEF missile deplovment as part of a
balanced. equitable and cttectively ventable arms con-
trol agreement. ' The missiles” signiticance hies in
their capability to target the Soviet Umon from Europe.
s that the USSR could not expect to remain a sanctuary
in a4 European conflict. Two somewhat paradoxical
arguments existed for the deplovments. First. the mis-
siles were a threat to the Soviet heartfand even it the
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United States decided 1o defer use ot its strategic arsenal
in i Buropean contlict. Second. they manitested a ¢on-
tinung US commitment and. some argued. made the
oscalation to strategic nuclear exchange between the
superpowers more nearly inevitable. thereby deternng
the Soviet Union.,

What huas evolved over the past decade. however.
s anancreasingly blurred distinction between what had
previously been two separate “balances of power - the
theater balance i Europe and the superpower nuclear
bulance. The SAL'T process had been possible in part
because it had contined itselt to the bilateral superpowes
relutionship. In the currency of SALT L. ““strategie™
was equated o Cintercontinental " neither the Timited
Soviet nuclear capabihity against NATO - inaccurate
S84 and SS-3 missiles- -nor the limited US torward-
bused svatems™ (FBS). such as tacncal aircraft capable
of striking targets in the Soviet Unton. were included
SALT I SALT IF hikewise deferred the knotty issues of
Soviet INF (Intermediate-Range Nuclear Foreed
including the newly deployved S§ 200 and NATO S
FBS. and skirted new “tgray area™ svstems such as the
Soviet Backfire bomber und US cruise missiles.!” Nego-
tiations were difficutt enough when the United States
and Soviet Union had to contend with asvmmetrical
torces and doctrinal perspectives. They seemed nigh
impossible if the negotiators” differing geostrategie
positions in Europe were included. Even had the nego-
tiations remained ostensibly bilateral. the accompanying
intra-athance negotiations would have been onerous.
Given that politics remains the “art of the possible.™
arms control remains the ““act of the negotiable™: gray-
area svatems seemed destined to be deterred to SALT

N+ 1.7 In this case. however. SALT 11 required SALT

I1. but the Soviet invasion of Atghanistan and the subse-
quent “tsuspension” of SALT I ratification in the
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United States —all within a month of NATO S duatl
track decision™ - boaed il tor SALT L

Changing the Parameters of Arms Control: 1981-1983

[n his first press conterence atter his mauguricion, Rea-
gan set a harsh rhetorical tone o US-Soviet relations:
[The Soviets| have openty and publicly declared that the oniy
moralits they recognize s what will further ther cause o)
promoting world revolution and & one-world sociahst or conr
munist staee ). meaning they reserve unto themsehves the ngh
to comnut any crime. to e, to cheat. i order o attann that,
and that s moral. not immoral. and we operate on a ditferent
set of standards. { think when you do busimess with them
vou keep that in mind. 0

This und simifar statements by other otticiads sienaled
the administration’s intention to change the tramework
wiich had characterized previous arms control efforts

LRINF. The immediate arms control agenda tor the
Reagan administration was not strategic nuclear
weapons but LRINF. Having atfirmed in February 19N}
LS support for the 1979 NATO dual-track decision on
LRINF. Reagan announced the US negotiating position
in November. Dubbed the “"Zero Option.”” the proposal
envisioned cancelling Pershing 1 and GLCM deploy-
ments—still two vears away--—in exchange tor Soviet
dismantting of SS-4. 8S-50 and SS-20 intermediate-
range misstles, including those S§-20s deploved i the
Ural Mountains and the Soviet Far Bast.

The political menit of the Zero Option fay an as
simplicity. The President could clim the “"moral high
ground™” and restore disarmament” to arms control by
stressing that Soviet agreement could permit ““the
removal of an entire class of weapons. ™ Not included
withir the frame ork of the proposed LRINF negotia-
tons were US theater svstems in Europe, British and
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French nuclear torees. either side’s aireratt or seu-based
systemis, or shorter-ranged Soviet systems Tike the SS-
210 220 0r 2230 Subseguent debates revolved around
the “real™ balunce w Burope. with pubtic and private
orgamzations and individuals on all sides weiching in
with vartous caleulations and measurement scheme:

What made much ot the debate over “the balance™
meaningless. of course. was that NATO 'S propescd
LRINE deployments had littte to do with @ Soviet the-
ater nuclear threat that somehow needed 1o be
Tinatched™ mialitardy . The Soviets enjoyed a4 nuclear
capability against NATO even belore the first SS--4 was
deploved in 1939 Indeed. one can even argue that 88
20~ are preferable to obsolete SS 4y and 88- 5+ by vire
tue of their mobihity: the invulnerability of the S8
20n-—potwithstanding the incereased military threat they
pose —renders them less Tikely to be used preempuneh
m a crisis. NATO S fundamental strategie problem,
which provided the impetus tor the 1979 dual-toack
decision. was that the central strategic relationship
cven under an anticipated € VLT B agreement- would
at best be one of parity ar.! mutual deterrence. Given
the tailure to achier ¢ a conventional foree balance. as
Schmidt noted m 1977 and Henry Kissinger rers roted in
197951 the extended deterrent foundations of NATO
were Jess than solid. This “deterrence gap™™ —nat the
SS- 205 themselves—provided the basis for viewing
Soviet military power as potentiadly capable of nuclear
blackmail. The parallel debate on “"no fiest use™ of
nuclear weapons in Furope was not, morcover, un-
related to the LRINE difemma, ™

Not surprisingly . there was considerable debate
within the Reagan adminestration about the LRINF
negotiating framework. Sccretary of State Ale .ander
Hatg was certainly not alone i suggesting that ~“we
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wouldnt want 1t even it we could have it Because
LRINE deployments were destigned to reinforee the US
extended deterrent guarantee. chimination of Sovier
LRINE did not sohve the problem. For others. the Zero
Option was o guarantee that no agreement would be
torthcoming, that the Pershings and GLOMS would be
deploved on schedule. and that the Soviet Umion would
find atsell deteated pohiically . both becuuse the Umited
States would have captured the moral high ground in the
propagamda battle and because the alhiance wonld have
demonstrated the unity and resolve necessary tor exact-
g Soviet concessions on other issues.

Alhance coheston was not i toregone conclusion.
however, as the LRINE acgotunons m Geneva dragged
on. Allied pressure - atselt o souree of vulnerability tor
the Umted States—-mounted as governments in whose
countries the missiles were to be deploved urged tlex-
ibihty in the US negotiating position. Evenat the Zero
Option solution was for evervone not the most desirable
outcome fTom a strategic pomnt of view . ait armis control
agreement became valtued for iy poltical ment. It
would pressure—indeed restore—-a political process
between the superpowers which would natigate Euro-
pean anxiety: it would enable Luropean governments to
undercut opposition movements whose members had
taken to the streets i the thousands. and it might wt
least restram continuing Soviet mufitary developments.

In an address o the Amernican Legion in February
1983, Reagan oftered some tlexibility for the Zero
Opoion. He continued to msist that French and British
syatems could not be included ard that $5-20s deploved
in the Far Bast could not be excluded from an agrece-
ment treflecting pressure from allies in Asia too),
He lett open. however, the possibility of a limited
agreement. provided that ““equality of rights and fimats™

. g g
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and “effective measures of verification™ were main-
tained.-* Although helpful politically. this show of tlex-
ibility produced no progress. Willingness in principle 1o
consider alternatives to the Zzro Option. or what had
become known as the *"Zero-Zero Option. ™" did not
remove the fact that there was no agreement on what
kinds of ““equal limits™” could be established. Clearly
the United States could not accept a freeze that left the
Soviets with more than they had in 1979, but neither
could the Soviets be expected to dismantle existing sys-
tems while NATO deployed theirs. Moreover. the
increasing complexity ot the ““balance™ calculations
coincided with the beginning of a leadership succession
crisis in Moscow. during which no substantive policy
demarches could be expected.

On 23 November 1983, in the wake of the Soviet
shootdown of a Korean airliner. one day after the West
German Parliament approved the deployment of Per-
shing Hs, and the day the first GLCMs arrived in the
FRG, the Soviet delegation suspended indefinitely its
participation in LRINF negotiations. Two weeks later.
on 8 December, the Soviet delegation to the START
negotiations followed suit.>*

START. In the November 1981 televised address in
which he laid out his Zero Option for LRINF. Reagan
also declared that his new agenda for strategic arms
control was not SALT but START—Strategic Arms
Reduction Talks. These negotiations began in June 1982
in Geneva.

As with the LRINF negotiations, the United States
began with a hard-line ““linkage' position of no nego-
tiations unless Soviet concessions were evident in other
areas and evolved to a position of apparent simplicity,
with the potential for disarming critics even if it did not
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successfully disarm the Soviets. A year before. during
his Senate confirmation hearings. Eugene Rostow, the
new Director of the Arms Control and Disarmament
Agency (ACDA). had urged a return to “effective con-
tainment’’ as a necessary precursor to the fruitful pur-
suit of “‘detente and arms control.”’?* Rostow
subsequently highlighted the need for preliminary dis-
cussions on ways to verify compliance before beginning
any formal negotiations on arms reductions.?’

Linkage is a double-edged sword. as the United
States discovered during the Nixon administration and
the coinplex nexus of agreements that characterized the
heyday of detente during the carly 1970s. Linkage sug-
gests a contingent willingness to seek agreement on one
issue, provided that other issues are made part of the
process or that prior concesstons are made.

To hold agreement in one arena hostage to conces-
stons on other issues suggests that one is willing to
deter the benefits of agreement if those concessions are
not forthcoming.

At the outset of the Reagan administration, the
rhetoric of linkage was strong. As Secretary of State
Haig told the Foreign Policy Association in July 1981,
we will seek arms control, bearing in mind the whole context
of Soviet conduct world-wide. ... Linkage is not a creation of
US policy, it is a fact of life.

Given concurrent crises in Poland. Central Amer-
ica. and the Middle East, then, one should not have
expected much progress in arms control. For the Reagan
administration, there were reasons enough not to hasten
back to a strategic arms control forum. It was, after all,
the first year of his term: the administration’s own posi-
tion and burcaucratic process were still in flux; the
political dynamics of LRINF demanded more immediate
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attention: and there remained the nagging problem of
whether to reject or adhere to the SALT 1l wreaty.

During the first yvear of otfice. moreover, the Rea-
gan defense program incorporated some striking detense
reductions on both budgetary and strategic grounds:
Titan 1T [CBMs were earmarked for retirement. as were
the last remaining eight submarines carrving Polaris
SLBMs. Reagan’s strategic modernization program. on
the other hand. remained largely in the development
stage, and several of its elements were not yet firm. The
Carter administration’s program tor 200 MX missiles
rotating among 4.600 Multiple Protective Shelters
{MPS). tor example. was soon cut to 100 missiles. with
40 to be deploved in existing silos.™ By May of 1982,
the proposed basing mode had been changed to Closels
Spaced Basing (CSB) which retied on “fratricide™ —
and perhaps on ABM cover—ito preserve their invul-
nerability but this concept met with little enthusiasm on
Capitol Hill.

Any application of hinkage to strategic arms con-
trol. therefore. seemed doomed. and indeed. there were
no preliminary negotiations on veritication. The Reagan
administration was not in 4 position to undercut an
existing—albeit dormant—arms control regime if. as
the Joint Chiets of Staft (JCS) pointed out in 1981,
there was nothing the United States would do difterently
in the absence of SALT Il restraints. Accordingly. the
State Department had already announced on 4 March
1981, ~"We will tuke no action that would undercut
existing agreements so long as the Soviet Union
exercises the same restraint. ™ Despite imposition of
marual law in Poland in December 1981, LRINE nego-
tiations continued because. as Haig noted. there was “"a
fundamental advantage to the West as well as to the
East™™ in continuing that dialogue. > Two weeks later,
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however, ““deterioration” of the Polish situation caused
a delay in the expected announcement of a date for
negotiations on strategic arms.

In his commencement speech in Eureka. llhinois.
on 9 May 1982, Reagan outlined his START proposal.
calling for substantial reductions—approximately one-
third—in US and Soviet strategic arsenals.'* The notion
of a one-third reduction was not a new one. Senator
Henry Jackson had proposed a one-third reduction as a
framework for SALT I as early as 1973, and Carter
opened his administration with an abortive one-third
“*Deep Cuts™ proposal in March 1977.% Reagan’s pro-
posal was directed spectfically against the Soviet ICBM
threat to US ICBMs. Strategic warheads were to be
reduced to 5.000. with a subcetling of 2,500 [CBM
warheads. and I[CBM and SLBM launchers were to be
reduced to 830, Although the United States would have
had to reduce its deployed warheads approximatety 30
percent. compared to 26 percent for the Soviets. Soviet
ICBM warheads would have had to be reduced 53 per-
cent while the United States still had room tor 500 wur-
heads (or 50 MX) atter Titan 1 retirement. The Soviets
were hardly receptive to this approach. arguing that it
discriminated against the mainstay of their defense.
They offered instead a reduction in both sides” delivery
vehicles. Although this would have forced the USSR 1o
reduce theirs six times the number required of the
United States. the fundamental strategic relationship
would have remained essentially unchanged: The
Soviets. with a substantial advantage in hard-target Kill
warheads. would still pose a threat to the US ICBM
force ™"

By carly 1983, there had been no progress in
Geneva. and the US ICBM modernization program was
in disarray as the administration searched for a politi-
cally acceptable basing mode tor MX. In January.
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Reagan commissioned retired USAF Licutenant General
Brent Scowceroft. who had advised his three predeces-
sors. to form a “"Blue Ribbon™" committee to examine
the administration’s strategic force modernization pro-
gram and arms control posture. The Report of the Presi-
dent’s Commission on Strategic Forces. released on 6
April 1983. had a major effect on the direction of US
policy. In the main. the commisston endorsed the broad
contours of administration policy—including basing 100
MXs in existing and presumably vulnerable Minuteman
stlos—but redirected US policy in several key areas.
First. MX was to be only a transitional weapons system,
pending development of a small. single-warhead ICBM
(dubbed “*Midgetman™'). The near-term vulnerability of
existing {CBM silos was deemed acceptable because of
the prospects of *“superhardening™™ and by virtue of the
“operational uncertainties™ the Soviets would tace in
disarming the US with & first strike. Fundamentally.
however, the MX offered a potential *bargaining chip™
for arms control. although those words were not used:
of the six reasons Ciicd in support of the MX. the first
two addressed the need to influence Soviet willingness
to negotiate by keeping the MX program going and the
need to demonstrate US ““national will and cohesion.™
Other reasons reflected principally a desire to retain the
MX as a means of preserving the targeting tlexibility
outlined in PD 59 and NSDD 13, not just to sustain the
US basic deterrent but o enhance the extended deter-
rence guarantee to NATO. ™

Of more potential long-term signiticance. the
Scowcroft Commission urged development of Midget-
man and a shift in arms control toward reductions in
warheads rather than launchers. Instability in the US-
Soviet strategic refationship. the commission contended.
derived trom the proliferation of MIRVed warheads on




Arms Conteal . Redetinmmy the Avendu 27

ICBMs., providing a warhead-to-target ratio conducive
to a Soviet first strike. ldeally, if both sides returned 10
single-warhead 1ICBMs. there would be no such
incentive to preempt, especially it their deployment
modes were mobile or otherwise fess vulnerable. This
required, however. a change in arms control policy:
from a strategic point of view. himitations on launchers
served to limit the number of targets the other side
needed to hit: from a practical standpoint, the 850-
launcher ceiling envisioned by the opening START pro-
posal precluded any program like Midgetman. Indeed,
the JCS had favored the 850-launcher ceiling precisely
because 1t would provide a target set which could be
covered by US systems.™ On 8 June 1982, Reagan
dropped the launcher ceiling from the US START pro-
posal to bring it in line with the Scowcrott Commis-
ston’s recommendations.

The Scowcroft Commission laid the toundation tor
a crucial compromise on MX in the Congress and bipar-
tisun support for the administration’s START proposals.
Led by Congressman Les Aspin. this support produced
congressional authorization tor the initial procurement
increments of MX. coupled with the development of a
“build-down™" proposal offered to the Soviets in late
1983, Build-down proposals varied in their complexity
but involved a net reduction in warheads as each side
modernized its forces: conceptually. 1t any side per-
sisted in deploying heavy MIRVed systems. the price
would be disproportionately higher in terms of the
simultancous reductions that such an agreement would
require. ™ Of more immediate signiticance, however,
“linkage™” had been applied in US domestic politics: the
price for MX was an arms control proposal that Con-
gress had participated in developing. just as NATO s
dual-track decision of 1979 had coupled modernization
with an arms control initiative.
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The timing of the build-down proposal was hardly
conducive to success. Soviet-American relations had
been soured by the Korean airliner shootdown. and
NATO’s LRINF deployments were pending. Andropov
had disappeared from public view and another Soviet
succession struggle had begun even before revelation
that the incumbent had died. The Soviets suspended
both LRINF and START negotiations to regroup at
home. The 13 months of the Chernenko period. begin-
ning in February 198+, provided a respite tor both sides
to contemplate new directions in nuclear policy and. tor
the United States especially. to reflect on basic
premises.

The Scowcroft Commission had articulated a way
o Integrate torce modernization, nuclear strategy. and
arms contro) policy. The first three vears of the Reagan
administration represented a classical example of
building a position of strength which could provide
leverage in arms control. Considerable leverage was
needed: what was desired was nothing less than a major
restructuring of the Soviet strategic force posture. The
United States was likewise at a strategic crossroads. On
23 March 1983, Reuagan announced his Strategic
Detense Imtiative (SD1) which portended 4 major trans-
formation of both US strategy and. potentially, force
posture. The US arms control policy no longer
accepted, except by detault with SALT 11, a nominal
freeze on force levels which could be verified with rela-
tive case. Disarmament. in a tashion, had returned to
arms control in the torm of major reductions. while the
currency of arms control had changed from launchers to
warheads. When negotiations resumed. with Gorbachev
as the new Soviet leader and Reagan reclected in a land-
stide. the agenda of arms control had changed. perhaps
irreversibly.

e v




HRE=— by Couarp oy < -

Arms Control - Redetinme the Avenda 2y
The Geneva Arms Control Agenda

On 12 March 1985, the United States and the Soviet
Union reopened arms control negotiations in Geneva,
having agreed in Junuary “that the subject of the nego-
tiations will be o compley of questions concerning space
and nuclear arms both strategic and intermediate range
with all the questions considered and resolved in ther
interrelationship. ™ Three separate negotiating tora
were subsumed under one umbrella. Two were resurrec-
tions of the START and LRINE negotations which the
Soviets had abandoned i late 1983 The third was a
new issue. space-based defenses. retlecting o Soviet
desire to thwart SDL The Soviets stressed trom the out
set that any agreement required progress in all three
negotiations while the United States stressed that agree
ment in one forum should not be hostage to any other

What 18 at stake in Geneva is what the Reagan
administration has termed its “strategic concept’:
During the next ten years. the US objective 1s o radical redue-
ton in the power of existing and planned oftensive nuclear
armys, as well as the stabilization ot the relationship between
ottensive and detensive nuciear urms. whether on carth or in
space. We are even now ooking torward to a period of tran-
sition to a more stable world. with great!ly reduced levels of
nuclear arms and an enhanced ability o deter war based upon
an increasing contribution ot non-nuclear defenses against
otfensive nuclear arms. ™

The centerpiece of this “'strategic concept™ is stri-
tegic detense: the ability. as Reagan outlined in March
1983, to “intercept and destroy strategic ballistic nus-
siles betore they reached our own soil or that of our
allies.”*" The Strategic Defense Imtative. in Reagan’™s
vision. means nothing less than providing *“the means
ot rendering these nuclear weapons impotent and
obsolete.”™ As such. it strikes at the very core of post-
war deterrence thinking which has been based on the
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premise that deterrence derives from the threat of otten-
sive retaliation. The power of the concept stems as well
from rising concern about the prospects of “"nuclear
winter in the event of even limited nuclear
exchanges.

In essence. the Reagan adnministration had decided
to pursue strategic stubility based not on the nuclear
weapon as the “"Absolute Weapon™ but on a new
““Absolute Weapon™™ which could detend nonlethally
and nondestructively against nuclear weapons. The con-
troversy over SDI revoelves principally around assess-
ments of its teasibility and the form it might take.
Although that can hardly be resolved betore specitic
technologies can be assessed. the theoretical issue is not
premature. The Strategic Detense Initiative s not only
the centerpiece of Reagan’™s “strategic concept.”” which
can only be described as “long-term.” it s abso the
central issue in ongoing Geneva negotiations. How one
views the prospects of strategic defense—however pre-
mature that assessment may be—colors one’s assess-
ment of what is desirable and negotiable 1n Geneva,

Critics of SDI have nightly noted Soviet concern
ahout US breukthroughs in defensive technology and at
the same time warned of the ditticulties in tultilling this
strategic vision.*' A defense which mects this Admin-
istration’s criteria—survivability of the detensive sys-
tems themselves and marginal cost-effectiveness—-
may not be readily achievable. Yet both these criteria
are necessary for stability. If defense is not cheaper than
offensive countermeasures. then one has only succeeded
in creating an open-ended spiral of anxiety and
instability . It defensive systems are not survivable, then
offensive systems are not rendered ““obsolete™ and,
worse, the side which possesses the defense may suc-
cumb to a “"Maginot Line mentality. " In that case.
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there remains an incentive 1o strike test o disam vul-
nerable defenses on which the detender hus rehied
excessivelye this mstability could persist even after both
sides have weathered the presamably unstable ~transi-
tuon’ and deployed their respective defenses.

Such cniticism of what remains only a hy potheticul
defensive strategy has led many to suggest that S be
exploited as the quintessential barzuining chip o exact
substantial Soviet concessions on oftensive arsenals and
thereby close firmly the window of vulnerabithty 7 In
short. SDI should be traded tor the exisung threat to US
land-based [CBMs . thereby restoring MAD. Yet. SDY
remains, as the administration has reiterated. A
rescarch program .. conducted i accordanice with
restrictive interpretation of the [ ABMY treaty ' obhiga-
tions. Y Barning veritication ot a ban on purposefu! ™
research programs—as opposed to testing or deploy -
ment of established systemis- SDI s not readily nego-
tisble in any arms control agreement, espectatly since
the USSR and allies not party to the agreement conduct
similar research.

Betore the 19-20 November 1985 Reagan-Gor-
bachev summit meeting, the administration attempted o
assure the Soviets by offering ““five to seven yvears
notice™” in advance of deployment to allow negotiations
on defensive systems. As Ambassador Paul Nitze told a
House Foreign Attairs subcommittee. “"the research
program was not on the table™ but that ““other aspects
of the program’™™ were negotiable * One month after the
summit, Reagan announced that the United States
would continue to abide by the SALT Il Treaty atter its
expiration, despite a4 continuing pattern of Soviet non-

compliance. ™7 The US position had evolved to one of

apparent tlexibility to preserve an arms control process
which had picked up momentum since the summat.
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More significant. the President had become personally
invohved 1in the process. indicating a signitweant depar-
ture from earlier administration arguments that ““arms
control without agreements” might be preterable to the
political drama of negotiations and presidential
summitry .

[t seemns cleuar that. in many respects. the Reayan
administration has developed a more intense commit-
ment to the arms control process. On the one hand. the
US negotiating postion appears stronger than it did tive
vears betore. Regardless of whether SDIE s or even
could be a bargaining chip. the possibility that it mght
be negotiable in the long term has enticed the Soviets
Into an apparently greater commitment to the process as
well. tor economic and political it not strategic reasons.
By the same token. the administration is commen-
surately more vulnerable to the demise of arms control.
The President’s personal involvement, both his strategic
viston of dramatic reductions and his involvement in
summitry. makes it harder to resist the process. Mean-
while. the costs of US commitment are tangible:
adherence to SALT 11 required that the United States
dismantle a Poseidon submarine when the seventh Tri-
dent submarine was deployved i the tall of 1985 and
that two more Poscidons be dismantled when the next
Trident was to be deploved in 1986, In that decision,
Reuagan rejected recommendations which calted for only
selective or Trqualified”” adherence to SALT by only
drvdocking the submuarines. ™

Since the United States claimed it could go no tur-
ther in meeting Soviet concerns about SDI. thus pre-
cluding a straight SDI versus heavy-ICBM deal. g new
arms control framework evolved that enabled both sides
to approach their goals in a different way. The very
structure of the Geneva negotiations provided the logic

—
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of the framework: because individuay issaes seemed
immune to agreemeat. but multiple negotiation contens
exnisted stmultancousty . the answer seemed to lic 1
ending the distinction between strategie and theater
(LRINF) torces and altowing trade-offs to ocour
between them.

Thus, both the United States and the USSR pro-
posed in advance of the summit apparently simiar posi-
tions which lumted all nuclear “"charges™ twarheads) o
6.000. Significant difterences remained. particularhy i
the various subeetlings and m the detimitions of what
was and was not to be included. Nonetheless, certain
common elements existed on which future negotiations
could build, most notably 4 drastically requced warheuad
ceiling and. within that, substantial reductions in ICBM
warheads . ™

On 13 January 1986, Gorbuchey offered u sweep-
g proposal which called tor the phased removal of all
nuclear weapons by the end of the century, incorporat-
ing his own verston of Reagin™s Zero Option on
LRINF. but excluding both British and French svstems
and Soviet systems in Asia.™t Although not directly
negotiable as an integrated package. 1t provided Reagan
an opportunity to respond both to the general thrust of
the proposal and to the Soviet inclination to seek an
interim agreement on LRINE. Specitically . Reagan
endorsed the goal ot removing nuclear weapons by the
vear 2000 and proposed that both sides begin by dis-
mantling all US and Soviet LRINF missiles within three
years.

At the same time that significant differences
remain in the US and Sovict proposals. the potincal chi-
mate seems more conducive to some Kind of agreement
than in previous years. First, the Soviets have indicated
a willingness to move on LRINF in the near term with-
out prior agreement on SDI. and they appear to have
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accepted that. tor the moment. rescarch programs are
beyond the scope of negotiations. Second. the overaldl
framework tor arms control has evolved to one inex-
tricably hinked with notons of disarmament. and both
sides have made numerous statements indicating con-
tinued interest i such un objective, The consequences
ot such an agreed tramework are dramatic. however,
and involve ditticult choices which, historically - armes
control has not reguired.

Arms and Arms Control—Whither Strategy?

The prospect of an agreement on LRINT has ransed
iportant questions about s strategic impact that had
renuned largely muted when there was httle prospect
ot agreement. The basic issue had been raised carfier.
August 1969, atter Kurt-Georg Kiesinger. then FRG
Chancellor, discussed with newly celected President
Nixon the US plans tor SALT:

ISALT) raises serious questions .. abouet whether the out-
come of such talks could not produce a situation that would
he worse tor the European NATO purtners than the present
sttuation L. {producing] a fess crotible deterrent. o It
would retlect a change tor Europe. [sinee| the Sovier medium
range rockets. which are targeted only on Furope, will not be
covered as well ™

Then the issue was how SALT might increase the
signiticance of imbalances in LRINF and conventional
forces. Now the issue is how an LRINF agreement
might increase the signiticance of imbalances in shorter
range svstems and conventional forces. As FRG Chan
cellor Helmut Koh! noted in response to the Reagan-
Gorbachev LRINF proposals. "We cannot agree to an
accord on medium range weapons if something is not
done to limit conventional weapons and shorter range
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nuclear systems. 7 West Germun, Frenche and Brinsh
otticiuls have reacted wanly to the LRINE proposal,
stressing . as one British otficial noted. that 7 de-
nuclear workd. or even a world with substannial nuclew
reductions. that v not aecompanied by changes in
Soviet conventional strength s not acceptable. ™ The
heart of the issue s the carrent framework ot deter-
rence. particulurly an Furopes As one West Germuan
oftrcial explained. ““The whole wdea ot brinving the
TERINE] missiles over here was to reintoree the nuclear
fink between Furope und the United Stares. 0 We wll
probably go through a4 new debate now over how cred-
ible s the American nuclear umbrella,

Nuclear weupons, and the prospect of globad
holocaust. have provided the vehicle by wiich Bast and
West have. as Michael Howard noted. manipulated
risks rather than actual torces i their mutual strategie
competitton. 1t has been a precanous relationship. nid-
dled with complen theories. contradictony premises. and
paradovical prescriptions tor strategy . By and large. it
has been. untl recenthy . an aceepted reality . bven
unhikely advocates of nuctear power. such as kgon Bahy
i the FRGL have embraced 1t

bFor once. nuclear weapons must be prased. 1 do nor know
whether, without the extreme ettectiveness ol thewr deter-
cenees the world would Biave been wise enough o steer past
the rocks ot deep-seeded conthet and ditterences o interest
between Fast and West waithout o general contlagration n
burope -

Bahr's words were spoken in g ditferent age. when
the nuclear dilemimas seemed almost academie to those
who viewed the detente of the carly 19705 wath opy
mesne. Now o over o decade Tater, that optimism s
unjustificd: notwithstanding a mutaal mterest in conthet

Ta et v et
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avoidance. the superpowers remain fundamental politi-
cal. deological, and strategic antagonists.

Mutual vulnerability to nuclear destruction has,
however, created an impetus 1o seek an alternative
framework. Both superpowers talk rhetorically about
rendering nuclear weapons obsolete. For the United
States. the concern is with ballistic missiles, which
provide the greatest threat to the United States. the vehi-
cle 1s a combination of arms control and strategic
detense. For the Soviet Union, the tocus is on nuclear
weapons in general, with a conscious recognition that a
totally de-nuclear world would enhance the political sig-
nificance of Soviet conventional power. even it the
United States returned to its historical position of ter-
ritorial invulnerability. That, atter ali. was one of the
Soviet objectives behind their proposed treaty on the
Prevention of Nuclear War. signed with significant
maodification in 1973 %

The corotlary to altering the foundation of postwar
nuclear deterrence—-assuming this is both desirable and
feasible-—is how one transitions between frameworks.
The United States. for s part. has reacted to its per-
ceived vulnerability of the 1970s with a deliberate pro-
gram of strategic modernization. coupled with SDIL. As
noted at the outset, the pursuit of strength is arguably
necessary precondition to the pursuit of arms control.
which vulaerability likewise compels. Given the skepti-
cisim—ceven disillusionment-—about the ability of arms
control to remove that vulnerabihty, however, strategic
modernization efforts are justifiable as a hedge against
the tailure of arms control. A dilemma arises, however,
when arms control appears to have promise. but the
casts of arms control involve elements of that strategic
modernization cftfort. That dilemma was easily avoided
when arms control took the form of capping existing
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arsenals while letting programs under development be
contunued. When arms control begins to mesh with dis-
armament. then hard choices emerge.

Such choices certainty invelve SDIL but arcuably
that choice 18 premuture imsotur as both sides. at feast
for the time being. deter negotiations on what con-
stitutes a “research program.” The hard choices are in
ottensive weapons programs under development which.
even now . aecessitate dismantling of existng systems o
stay within the residual SALT framework . The United
States has. at present. approximately 10,000 warheads
deployed on SALT-counted systems. ™ In various stages
of development are the MX and Midgetman [CBMs,
Trident D5 SLBMs. the B-1 and "Stealth™ bombers.
and cruise missiles launched from a variety of plat-
forms. To stay within a proposed tframework of 6 000
warheads. even assuming an agreement elhiminating
LRINF. the US strategic foree of the 1990s could--
depending upon the weapons mix—castly find itselt
with fewer launch platforms and more adverse warhead-
to-tirget ratios than is the case now ™

On the positive side. however. a smaller Soviet
ICBM force—coupled with a more dispersed US 1ICBM
force—could result in greater stability. especiallyv at the
Trident D3 force can remain invulnerable and sull
provide tlexible targeting despite the fewer submarines
involved.

The imphications of drastic reductions in super-
power nuclear arsenals—and of changes in the speaific
weapons mixes allowed in such an arms control
regime---are immense. To the extent that such reduc-
tions reduce incentives for one superpower to preempt
in a crisis. then the stability of the basic deterrent rela-

tionship is improved. and the world is sater. The
development of strategic defenses could force a major




A R = T

N it s e e+

REY Schuvler Foerster

shitt in force structures it ballistic missiles are indeed
rendered impotent and obsolete.”” Cruise missiles and
air-breathing platforms would become more important,
with assoctated pressures o improve their accuracy and
survivability. To the extent that such developments ren-
der nuclear weapons unusable, however, Europe could
become safer for conventional war, and the extended
deterrent relationship encompassing NATO could be
undermined. The pressures to find new and more usable
weapons systems in such a strategic relationship would
be grear. Conventional torce ratios would become even
more important in the NATO theater, accelerating
developments in non-nuclear weapons technologies to
enable NATO to keep the Soviet Union “"at risk™ as
part of its deterrent strutegy .

There is clearly no inexpensive exit from the post-
war securtty dilemma. Economice pressures have already
called into gquestion the logic surrounding the Scowcrott
Commission’s recommendations on long-term develop-
ment of the single-warhead Midgetman. Undersecretary
of Detense Donald Hicks has suggested. for example.
doubling the size of Midgetman to enable it to carry
threc MIRVed warhcads instead of one. arguing that
170 MIRVed Midgetman (510 warhcads) would be only
60 percent of the cost of 500 single-warhead Midgetman
ICBMs. @ Nuclear weapons have always been the
cheaper form of deterrence. and multiple-warhead sys-
tems likewise tend to provide more target coverage at
less cost. Ultuimately. one must match strategy and
weapons within realistic resource constraints.

Strategy is commonly defined as the “calculated
relationship between ends and means.”” and ends and
means inevitably exist in a dynamic and uncertain refa-
tionship. It is certainly premature to assume that the
process of arms control will move in the years ahead
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along the lines sketched out by current proposals. much
less remove the dilemmas which the nuclear —"Sword of
Damocles™ has posed. History provides hittle basis tor
optimism on this count. The current agenda tor arms
control 1s more comprehensive and interrelated than it
has been in the past. but comprehensiveness increases
the complexity of negotiations. As the current proposals
of LRINF suggest. there will always be pressure to seg-
ment the agenda so that ditticult issues can be handled
in isolation and in a more incremental tashion. On the
other hand. the relationships among each forum and
others——including conventional force negotiations in
Viennu-—are unavoiduble, as the allied response o the
LRINF proposal indicates. Tt may be that. as Paul Nitze
argued im NSC 68— 26 years ago—one should insist
on concurrent agreement’ on the control ot both
nuclear and nonnuclear forees. o

These dilemmas are chronic symptoms of a nuctear
reality that has been both a blessing and a curse. There
are no simple resolutions for this nuclear dialectic.
Rather. they provide the boundaries ot political latitude
in which President Reagan and other Presidents have
had and will have to operate. no matter what their stra-
tegic vision. The current nuclear debate—whether
manifested in controversies over SDIL strategic modern-
ization, NATO force posture. or approaches to arms
control—is ultimately a healthy one. as it compels
reflection on the foundations of strategy in the nuclear
age. It raises the central questions of what role the
“Absolute Weapon™ of 1945 will play in the security
relationships of the vear 2000, of what strategy we need
to ensure that security. and what means we choose to
achieve that end.
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THE UNITED STATES AND ASIA:
THE SUCCESS OF
CONTINUITY?

Paul H. B. Godwin

ASI.»\ HAS BEEN A REGION of major
strategic importance to the United States throughout the
20th century. but Europe has usually ranked higher than
Asia in the strategic perceptions of American leaders,
This remained true in the post-World War 1l peniod
despite the fact that Korea and Indochina were the
locale of two of America’s most frustrating wars. Since
World War [I. US strategic pereeptions of Asia have
been driven by the United States™ global competition
with the USSR. and the central area of concern tor both
Moscow and Washington has been their confrontation in
Europe. Even the Sino-American rapprochement that so
dramatically changed the strutegic map of Asta was seen
by its architects as talling within the scope of the United
States” worldwide conflict with the USSR. and not pri-
marily as an Asian initative.! As the Carter administra-
tion worked toward diplomatic recognition of China.
this same global focus was the primary policy context.”

Within Asia, the United States has viewed North-
cast Asia as more cntically important than Southeast
Asia. China. the USSR, Japan. and Korea are in close
proximity in the northeast. but Southcast Asia is far
trom the center of major potential military confronta-
tion. Korea became host to the largest continuing Amer-
ican military presence in Asia, and the defense of Korea
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and Japan became the center of US security concerns in
Asia. Even in its Indochina war, the United States was
more concerned with containing Sino-Soviet intluence
than 1t was with protecting any carefully detined Ameri-
can interest in Southeast Asia.

None of these observations is meunt to imply that
the United States has no intrinsic interests i Asia or
that US Asian interests are percerved as unimportant by
American political leaders. Rather. they are meant to
state that in terms of American defense and security pol-
iy, Asta 1y ranked below Europe. and that within Asia
itselt the northeast sector has been seen as the most
important in American security concerns. In Seeretary
of Defense Weinberger's Annual Report 1o the Con-
gress, for fiscal year 1987, the Sceretary demonstrated
both the continuing preenunence of Europe in Amer-
ica’s strategic planning. and that American detense und
security policies remain driven by US global compeur-
tion and contlict with the USSR Within East Asia.
Secretary Weinberger continued the now traditional
emphasis of Northeast over Southeast Asia. As in the
past. even with the radical change in Simo-American
refations. Soviet and North Korcan mihtary capabtlities
in and adjacent to Northeast Asia required the Secretary
to place primary emphasis on American security rela-
tions with Korea and Japuan. The Vietnamese occupation
of Cambodia and Soviet use of the former American
military tucilities at Cam Ranh Bay receive attention,
but in his analyses of the military balance in the region.
Secretary Wetnberger's concern highlighted primarily
Northeast Asia.*

The Reagan administration’s approach to defense
and security issues in East Asia tollowed the pattern that
emerged atter WW L Although the United States has
direct and growing interests in the region as a whole.
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LS defense policy s designed around Amenca’s world-
wide military commitments and the adnministration’s
perception of the global balunce of power between the
West and the Soviet Unton. In detining its detense pol-
icies and military force structure. the United States iy
taced with the complex task of reconciling global,
regional, and subregional interests. Within Asia this is g
ditficult task because the region is extremely diverse,
and American interests and those ot its friends and allies
in the region form less than a clear and compelling set
of choices. If anything. the choices taced by Wash-
ington are marked more by ambiguity than clarity.

In distinct contrast to the relatively stable patterns
ot political alignment in Europe. the breakdown of
Sino-Soviet relations in the 1960s brought radical
change to the patterns of strategic alignment in Asia.
Once allied with the USSR in direct opposition to the
United States and its Asian allies. by the late 1970s Bei-
jing had not only broken with Moscow . but was secking
to participate in a grand coalition led by the Unrited
States in opposition to the USSR's “global hegemo-
nism’-—a phrase used by China to specity the Soviet
Union’s worldwide strategy of expansionism. But. even
as the Reagan administration assumed office. Beijing
wus reassessig its alignment with the United States and
moving toward a strategy in which China was to have
greater freedom of movement between Moscow and
Washington. Indeed. the first three vears of Sino-Amer-
ican relations in the Reagan administration were nddled
with a series of bilateral conflicts. American arms sales
to Tatwan. disagreements over the pace of US technol-
ogy transfers. and a number of other issues related to
trade put Betjing and Washington into a downward spi-
ral as Sino-Soviet relations entered the first stage of a
rapprochement. Moscow. responding to the obvious
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deterioration in Sino-American relation . began to show
great interest in reopening the “aormalization™ talks
broken oft by China tn the aftermath of the Soviet mvu-
sion ot Afghanistan. Following personal und public
appeals by Breszhnev, the first post-Atghanistan talks
were held in Beyjing between 3 and 21 October 1082,
As the Reagan administration began reviewing iis

Astun detense policies. one of the central features of

previous administrations” strategy o oppose the USSR
was undergoing change. Beijing had decrded that
defiance of Moscow expressed through open alignment
with the United States no longer served China's inter-
ests. In Beijing's revised security logic. such an angn-
ment not only scrved to provokhe the USSR
unnecessarily, but also reduced China’s influence i the
Third World because Beijing was being perceived as
dependent on the United States tor its security . Moving
from a position of alignment with the United States to

one of “independence.”” China entered into a pattern of

negotiations with Moscow . or ““consultations.” as the
Chinese prefer to call them. designed to reduce tension
i Sino-Soviet relations. In doing so. Beijing presented
Washington with a Chinese foreign policy different
from that taced by the Carter administration.

US Defense Policies in Asia

The defense gudance prodoced by the Office of the
Secretary of Detense in [U32 for the years T984-TYS8E
represents the first set of policies that can be viewed as
entirely the work of the Reagan administration. kven
so. the basic problems detined by the Reagan admin-
istration were identical to those ot the Carter administra-
tion. American concerns continued to focus on the
Soviet mititary buildup of i1ts forces adjacent to
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Northeast Asia: Soviet nufitury use ot the bases at Cum
Ranh Bay: Vietamese occupation of Cambodia: and
the threat to the Fersian Gult and Southwest Asta cre-
ated by the Soviet occupation ot Atghanistan. In short,
the Reagan administration taced the dilenuna of how to
determine defense policies and strategies tor a mihitury
force structure overextended by a widening set of moh-
tury commitments. The policies that emerged focused
on credting a sustined American miltary buildup and
developing an eftective coalion strategy . for American
forces alone could not cope with what the adnnnistra-
ton saw as an increasing set of potentad military con-
thets ereated by growing Soviet nulitary capabilities and
access to ovenseas bases.

Washington's response did not ditfer in any nagjor

dimension from the approach taken in the later years of

the Curter admimistration: the states of East Asia had to
be prepared to do more in theiwr own defense. including
the detense of Persian Gulf oil. Although not explicithy
stated by Secoretary of Detense Brown, he clearly
imphed thut torces could be swung from Burope and
Asia to participate in detfending access to Guit ol He
argued that Americun commitment to ihe Perstan Galt
served the interests of both American European and
Astan allies. and that by mcreasing their own defense
cttorts Asian and European alhes would permit US
forces to be moved trom their theaters of operation
without endangering focal security

The Fiscal Year T984- 1988 Detense Guidance, as
reported in the press and “hackground use only ™™ dis-
cusstons with Government otticials. indicates that the
Reagan administration directly faced the possible need

o Uswing US torees from Asta to the Persian Guit

arca i the event ot a crisis involving the USSR Fur-
thermore. some military units based in the continental

St st
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United States. Hawaii. and the Far East were to be
viewed as potential reinforcements for Southwest Asia
rather th: n necessarily as reserves for Northeast Asia.
Within stch a strategy. Japan and South Korea were to
assume greater responsibility tor their own detense.
Jupan. in particular. was to be strongly urged by the
Reagan administration to become a more active military
ally. The countries of Southeast Asia were to be respon-
sible for countering Vietnamese expansion and for facil-
itating the movement of US forces trom the West
Pacitic to the Indian Ocean and the Persian Gult region.

Although reported to be a “'new’” military strategy .
Secretary of Detense Harold Brown’s report presented
to the Congress in January 1981 clearly contained the
same strategic concepts as those used by the Reagan
admimstration. With the creation of the Rapid Deploy-
ment Joint Task Force (RDJTF) in response to the Ira-
nian revolution twhich removed a valuable ally from US
plunning) and the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan. mili-
tary units already assigned other responsibilities were
made available to the RDJTF commander tor potential
projection into Southwest Asta. Some of these units
would alrcady be assigned to the Pacitic Command
(PACOM) und would. it necessary. be assigned to the
RDITF in a crisis. The swing concept was clearly
implied by the RDJTF s creation. In his closing argu-
ment for greater defense efforts by US allies o assist in
the deployment of RDITF forces to Southwest Asia.
Secretary Brown stated:
We cannot do it all. IF our European and Astan allies will not
increase their defense efforts appropriately. the American
people are likely to demand some scaling down of our own
plans and programs.®

The Reagan administration continued this approach
to Amezican Asian defense policy. but put greater
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emphasis on the modernization and expansion of
PACOM forces and increasing the military stockpiles
necessary to sustain US forees in prolonged combat.
The objective was to increase US mihitary capabilities
while at the same time developing 4 more viable coali-
ton strategy to otfset Soviet military strength. Increas-
ing Soviet military capabilities were seen as stemming
not only trom the continuing buildup and modernization
of Soviet forces. but also from growing Soviet use of
the military facilities at Cam Ranh Bay tn Vietnam.
These issues were joined by the growth of North Korean
mihitary capuabilitics and the continuing guerrilla war in
Vietnam. which threatened to spill over into Thailand.
Indeed. military 1ssues were the only major problems
perceived by the Reagan administration, for with the
exception of the Philippines. Asia was seen as a region
where American triends and alffies were prime examples
of political stability and economic growth.

The changing role of Ching and Jupan. By ecarly
1983, however. 1t was evident that Washington was
muking a change in American pohtical-nilitary strategy
ter Asia. Whereas since 1972 prior administrations had
tended to look to China as providing a major counter-
weight to Soviet military power in Asia, the Reagan
administration saw Japan as playing a major role in
tuture US military planning for the region. However.
the shift was made despite the tact that Beijing con-
tinued to view Moscow as the only major military threat
to its security. A number of factors contributed to the
Reagan administration’s decision to shift its focus from
Beijing to Tokyo.

First, 1t was recognized that it would be many
years betore China’s defense modermization program
would give the Chinese armed forces, especially air and
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naval forces, the capability to counter Soviet torces
etfectively in the region. Beijing had assigned detense
modernization the lowest priority in ity averall moderni-
zation goals. and anticipated only very stow and incre-
mental improvement in its weapons svstems and
equipment. China believed that its growing nuclear
capabilities were creating a more credible deterrent
against a nuclear war with the Soviet Union, and that a
slow and deliberate modernization of its conventional
tforces would continue to provide sutticient capability 1o
detend China in the unlikely event of a major contlict
with the USSR, There was some disagreement between
Chinese civil and military feaders on this issue. The
dominant view inside the Chinese ruling hierarchy.
however. was that the USSR did not present a military
threat that required 4 major reallocation of resources
from the civil sector of the economy' to support a rapid
modernization of the armed torces.” The Reagan adimin-
istration, although agreeing that the United States
should play a limited role in modernizing Beiping s
defense capabilities. believed that China would not
become an active partner in US defense strategies—a
position also held by Beijing. Rather. China would play
a passive role. its detense policies a tunction of parallel
concerns rather than active participation.

Chinese foreign-policy strategy announced at the
Party Congress in October 1982 also contributed to the
Reagun administration’s revised view of China. By
declaring its policy to be one of “independence™ and
refusing to join any “"big power or group of powers.”
Beijing explicitly dented any intention of forming a
“strategic relationship™ with the United States. ™ The
reopening of Sino-Soviet negotiations in October 1982
served notice to Washington that China was abld to
manage its contlict with the USSR without American
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assistance. Thus Washington huad to reevaluate the
“strategic triangle™ concept that had dominated strate-
gic planning for Asia during most of the past decade.

Japan. in sharp contrast to China, way viewed as
having the potential to play a much more active role in
American defense planning. This position was first
articulated in the 1982 detense guidance document.
Japan’s potential value as a more active partner in
American coalition strategy was to be found in a variety
of tactors which. although it taced some difticult poliu-
cal problems. provided the underpinnings tor a consid-
erably expanded detfense relationship.

Japan had an existing security treaty with the
United States and an emerging pattern of close military
ties between the Japan Selt Detense Forces (JSDF) and
US forces deploved in Northeast Asia. Japan's geo-
graphical location. astride the principal sea passages
taken by the Soviet Puacific Fleet when it steamed trom
its headquarters in Vladivostok. complemented the
treaty. Similarly. Jupanese airspace was on the route of
Soviet air forces heading for the Pacific. The security
treaty and strategic location of Japan were comple-
mented by Japan’s strong economy. As the world’s sec-
ond fargest market economy. Japan could make a major
contribution to the West's etfort to maintain superionity
over Soviet defense capabilities. Finally. the election of
Yasuhiro Nuakasone in November 1982 presented the
United States with a Japanese prime minister who was
determined to place greater emphasis on the US-Japan
de“ense relationship.

The US dilemma with Japan. In its scarch for a
more active Japanese partnership within US detense
policy. the United States had to face a number of diffi-
cult problems. Japan lacked the strong public consensus
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required to support an expanded defense relationship
with Washington. In 1976. the Japanese government
hud placed a restriction on defense spending that hmited
detense expenditures to no more than | percent of the
gross national product (GNP). This meant that rapid
modernization and growth of the JSDF’'s weapons and
equipment were impossible. The T-percent It was
made even more problematic by the slowdown in
Japan’s economic growth in the 1980s and the con-
comitant retrenchment in Tokyo's fiscal policies.

Within Japan. however. the ongoing debate over
an appropriate Japanese defense policy entered a new
phase in the 1980s.'" In 1976, Japan had for the first
time presented an explicit strategic concept to provide a
rationale for its defense expenditures and to gain pubhic
support for JSDF modernization. Known as the National
Detfense Program Outline (NDPO). this required Japun
to develop the military capability necessary to deter a
limited attack. Beyond this threshold. the United States
would come to Japan’s assistance because the Umited
States could not ignore a large-scule attack upon Japan.
When the Japanese cabinet approved the NDPO. it also
announced the policy of restricting detense expenditures
to within 1 percent of the GNP. This was designed to
gain public support for the NDPO by applying restric-
tions that would not permit a quick or massive expan-
ston of Japanese military capabilities.

By the early 1980s. the Soviet invasion and con-
tinued occupation of Afghamistan. the buildup of Soviet
military forces in the Fur East, and the USSR™s apparent
nuclear parity with the United States raised questions
about the adequacy of the NDPO as the basis for
Japan’s future detense planning. The growth of the
Soviet Pacific Fleet. deployment of Backfires and SS-
20s in the Far East, and the reinforcement of Soviet

.
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forces deploved in the “northern territories”” claimed by
Japan all combined to create a distinctly difterent
security environment from that which provided the
NDPO's rationale.

Alongside these developments came an increased
Jupanese sensitivity to American criticism that Japan
was getting o “tree ride’” in detense, and that Japan
could now easily attord to spend more in the detense of
its own country. This issue. in conjunction with the rise
of Soviet military power. cven produced doubts in
Japan about US capability and willingness to defend
Japun in the future.'” Within this political environment,
Prime Minister Nakasone was able to raise the issue of
Japan’s contribution to Northeast Asia’s defense in a
more receptive milieu. Nonetheless, even within this
new Japanese pohtical and security environment. the
United States had to recognize that an abrasive and
obvious cnticism of Tokyo's detense commitments would
unraved the national consensus sought by Nakasone.

In essence. Jupan and the United States were
required to work together to achieve a revision of the
NDPQ strategy. a process made increasingly difticult by
the rising criticism within the United States of the
chromic and growing trade imbalance between the two
countries. For the United States, the May 1981 agrce-
ment by Prime Minister Suzuki. confirmed by Prime
Minister Nakasone in 1983, 10 develop the capability to
detend the sea and airspace around Japan out to 1000
nautical miles was a major step forward. but only the
tirst of many steps yet to be taken.

Asia and the US-Japan defense relationship. In
other parts of Asia. however. US pressure on Japan to
assume greater defense responsibilities touched a raw
nerve. With Japan already the major Asian cconomic
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power, there is a deep-rooted ftear that in the tuture
Japan will become a major independent military power.
Nonetheless. there is also growing recognition that an
expanded Japanese military role in Asia is inevitable.
When such a role is directly tied to a strong American
military presence in the West Pacific. a more active Jap-
anese contribution is acceptable to most Asian states.
But if the United States should shift its military
resources away from Asia, Japan's future military role
becomes problematic.'* US insistence that it intends to
remain a Pacific power and will continue to support its
tricnds actively 1s designed to offset these fears. Prime
Minister Nakasone’s tour of the Association of South-
east Asian States (ASEAN. now composed of Thailund.
Malaysia. Singapore. Indonesia. the Philippines. plus
Brunei since 1985) in May 1983, included eftorts,
largely successful. to assure these countries that the
future expansion of Japanese military capabilities was
tor detensive purposes only. Nakasone explained that
the agreement to detfend its sealanes and airspace out to
1.000 nautical miles was undertaken within the US-
Japan treaty and was not the precursor of an independ-
ent Japanese mulitary policy .

Building a Calition Strategy

When President Reagan scheduled his first visit to Asia
in November 1983, one of his major purposes was to
stress the new Pacific partnership emerging trom his
admimistration’s policies. Beijing’s absence from the
iinerary was intended to symbolize the United Statey’
commitment to its traditional friends and allies in the
region. A China trip was in the offing. but only atter
Premier Zhao Ziyang's scheduled visit to the United
States in January 1984, The August 1983 assassination
of Benigno Aguino 2t Manila airport as he returned
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from political asylum in the United States tended to blur
the trip’s symbolism. Rather than a grand tour. Presi-
dent Reagan’s itinerary was restricted to Japan and
South Korea. with the visits to Thailand. Malaysia, and
Indonesia canceled to avoid a Presidential visit to
Muanila-—an event that would have suggested United
States support tor President Marcos. The ASEAN
states. and especially Indonesia. were displeased with
the decision because they believed they had to pay the
price for the crumbling Philippine political situation.
In fact. the Indonesian leg had been added to the trip so
that President Reagan could address a meeting of the
ASEAN toreign ministers scheduled tor November. As
a consequence. even though Japan and South Korea are
clearly major allies of the United States. dropping the
ASEAN visits reduced the trip’s svmbolism as a demon-
strution of the new Pacttic partnership and tended 1o
reemphasize the principle of Northeast Astan preemi-
nence in America’s Asian priorities.

Building a coalition strategy based upon common
security concerns continued to be ditficult. and the Rea-
gan administration sought to adjust its relations with
China within its revised concept of an American-Asian
strategy. Tensions with China were high. but in August
1982, Beijing und Washington signed a joint communi-
qué in which China pledged utselt to seek only a peace-
ful reunification with Taiwan and the United States
pledged itself to a gradual reduction of its arms sales to
Taiwan. Other bilateral issues continued to strain Sino-
American relations. and in February 1983, Secretary of
State George Shultz was sent to Beijing in an effort to
resolve these problem areas. In September Secretary of
Defense Caspar Weinberger went to Beijing. after
stopping off in Tokyo. to restore high-level strategic
discussions and discuss possible US participation in
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China’s defense modernization programs. In particular.
the Secretary discussed the possible sale of detensive
weapons and military technology. When Premier Zhao
Ziyang visited the United States in January of 1984,
weapons and technology sales were among the major
topics discussed. These discussions continued 1in March
1984. when a four-man team of defense specialists led
by Zhang Pin, the son of China’s detense minister.
arrived in Washington. From Washington the teant went
on to visit several American detense industries.

The President’s six-day visit to China in Apnil ot
1984, the first by an incumbent US President since
1975, symbolized the restoration of more cordial Sino-
American relations. Tensions over Tawan, technology
transters. and trade continued. but the conthet marking
the tirst years of the Reagun administration’s relations
with China had clearly been reduced. Detense Minister
Zhang Aiping’s arnival in Washington the following
June further strengthened the military relationship
between the two countries. Discussions of US armis
sales were followed by the defense minister’s tour of
American military bases and visits to defense industries.,
Sino-American military relations were now restored to a
more normal level. The restoration of these defense ties
wis seen as important because, even though the admin-
istration’s search for 4 more active Asian defense part-
ner had tocused on Japan. the Chinese relationship
needed to be brought into balunce with the overall
objective of butlding an cffective coalition strategy.
This balance required. in Washigton's view. a reduc-
tion in overall tensions and a revival of high-level meet-
ings. dormant since 1981, between American and
Chinese detense otficials.

The complexity of the Reagan administration’s task
could be seen shortly atter Zhang Aiping left the United
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States. On his way rome. the Chinese detense nunister
met with his Japanese counterpart in Tokyo!'" This was
the first time in 35 vears that the senior defense otficials
of China and Japan had met. The Japanese insisted that
the meeting was a “courtesy call™™ arranged at China's
request. At the same time, however. Japunese detense
officials described the meeting as signitficant and a pos-
sible precursor to tuture Sino-Japuanese military
exchanges. On the other hand, Malaysia’s prime minis-
ter told Secretary of State Shultz in Kuala Lumpur that
US assistance to China's economic modernization
endangered Southeast Asia’s security. Although the
prime minister did not directly address the issue ot
potential US arms sales to China. he did observe that un
cconomically strong China would also be strong nuih-
tarily. and this would permit Beijing to revert to a more
aggressive foreign policy in the future.!” Thus. whereas
Stno-Japanese military exchanges and agreements on
Sino-American arms sales would be seen by the Umited
States as contnibuting to the development of i coalition
strategy in Asia. other friends of the United States in the
region were not supportive of Washington's goals.

The trend of closer Sino-American military ties
continued throughout 1984, as additional US military
delegations went to China. Similarly. in December the
Japanese Detense Agency (3DA) completed its
guidelines for tuture Sino-Japanese military
exchanges. ™ China and Japan had exchanged military
attachés in 19740 but Zhang Aiping’s visit granted
greater momentum to the opportunity for higher-level
contacts hetween the two detense establishments. Tt

also quite possible that the rapidly improving status of

Sino-American defense relations encouraged Japan to
review its minimal military relations with China and
respond positively to Ching’s interest in expanding
Stno-Japanese military contacts.
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As the Reagan administration entered ity second
term. the grand design tfor its Asian detense policy was
well underway. There were problems and major issues
vet to be resolved. but a basic pattern had been estab-
lished that built on prior Amernican detense policy and
had the strength of consistency with the past.

US Asian Defense Policy:
The Political Context
Since the 1960s. there has been a constant iteration
within the United States that Washington's friends and
allies are not ““domng enough™ i their own detense
Jupan and NATO are the common targets of this onit-
wism. More fecently . the New Zealand governmient's
dectston to deny port visits by US naval sessels unfess
the United States declured they do not carry nuclear
weapons (a declaration the United States government
will not make) has led o the unraveling of the ANZUS
Treaty tAustralia. New Zealand. and the United States).
In his fiscal vear 1987 Reporr ro the Congress,
Secretary Weinberger explicily fooked to compare the
capabilities of the United States and its tfriends and
alhies in confronting the USSR and 1ts athies ™ Thus the
Thast Astan Balanee™ assesses the Sino-Soviet con-
frontation. including strategic missile forees: North and
South Korea: Vietnam i Southeast Asiaz and Japan’s
contribution to the collective security of the region.
When economic and political tactors are included m the
assessment. the Secretary concludes that ““trom the
Soviet perspective. the Jong-term trends i bast Asia are
negative, especially i the context of the worldw tde
competition with the West. " This optimism. although
widely supported by specialists in Asian attairs, repre-
sents one of the most ditticult problems in preparing
detense policy. ‘
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Detense policy 1s designed to deter war and to tight
potential wars in the tuture. Coaliion strategies thus
become critically dependent on pohitical relations
because agreement must be achieved on tuture detense
commitments. commitments that require the allocation
ot resources. In the absence of war itas readily assumed
that deterrence has been effective. but it is the absence
of war that makes detense planning tor the tuture so dit-
ficult. Present realities tend to dominate planming ror
future requirements. It what 15 being done now appears
to be ctfective. agreeiny o future seenaros yequiring
increased defense commitments s extremelty ditticalt
For the United States. even though it analy 7o~ fong-tenm
trends as going against the USSR™S interest. the con
tinued growth of Soviet military power i Asi s sutty
crent to require increased defense commitments froni s
triends and allies to supplement and complement
increased American commitments. This s espeaially
important from the Reagan admimistration’s perspective
when inereased Soviet capabilities are joined by the
continuing buildup of North Korean torces, the continu
g Vietnamese military occupation of Cambodia. the
growth n the number and capabilities of Sovier torees
deploving out of Cam Ranh Bav. and the Soviet ren-
forcement of 1ts torces on the southern Kunile Islands
clinmed by Japan. Within the region. even though
strong military presence as seen as Washington's com
mitment to the detense of non-Communist Asia cand
Communist Asta when the People’™s Republic of China
i included). gaining greater defense commitments from
American trierds and atlies has been ditticult.

The United States and Japan. Under the leadership
of Prime Minister Nukasone, Japan has taken stgnificant
steps toward an expanded secunity relationship wath the
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Umited States In large part this is due o the obvious
mcrease m Soviet nihitary capabilities. but s also due
to a butlt-m tapanese de-rre o do cnough o keep the
Unued States margimallhy Oontented. Within Fapan there
remain significant obstructions 0 any rapid increase in
Jupunese mihitary capabihities. OF major importance s
Japanese pubhic opmon, which even now s only sup-
purtive of the present level of detense etforts and a
eraduad mcrease in detense copabihiies. Byven soo while
there s great reluctance to detine the USSR as an adver-
sary . there s ncreasing support tor the notion that the
Soviet Umon s i latent” threat.

To such cautton 1t s also important to add the view
ot many Japanese that it s time to demonstrate pohitical
independence trom the Urniited States and cease aceept-
my the status of an American mihitary protectorate
There are also those who view Jupunese-American mili-
tary ties as serving US interests more than they do
Japan'so speattically . that these ties serve primarily US
vlobal strategy against the USSR Those holdimg this
view demand that the Japanese government detine s
own secuntty and detense pohcies rather than simply
acquiesee 1o Amenican denmands -

[hese tactors muake 1t very ditticult tor Mr.
Nakasone to change overmight o set ot atttade s deeph
ingramed i Japanese citizens. Currentdy o even as Jap-
anese attitudes toward o more active detense refation-
ship with the United States are beginming to change, the
Soviet Union under the leadership of General Secretany
Mikhat Gorbachey has begun to modity Moscow s
approach to Tokvo. Nakasone has aligned Fapan with
the West more directly than any other prime minister
The USSRL perhaps in response to Japan's closer
detense relutionship with the United States, in carly
FOR6 sent Foretgn Minister Shevardnadze to Tokvo i




anettort o case retanons sath Lipan Given Saoviet
determination not to discuss the “northern wrmitories™
Isstes ot toreverse ats euhitary buddup an Bast Asias it
is unlikely that any miagos oues dividing Japan and the
Soviet Umion can be reseived cidher by Shevardnadze o
the visit by Gorbaches. Buat gestures by the Soviet
Union. such as Gorbachey s speech of 28 Julv 1980 an
Viadivostoh s will remtoree those attitudes within Japan
opposing a4 closer and more active detense relutionship
between Washington and Tokvo {1 the USSR Should
deselop a more retined and subtie diplomane approach
to Japan and treat Tokyvo more as a nershbor than an
Aot the Umited States. v would be ditnieadt tor Prme
Minister Nakasone or his suceessors 1o sustan the
crowth of o public consensusy supporine ol a more
active role tor Jupan m s security relatiops wath the
Untted States.

Fhe Unired Stares and China. China, the only other
Astan state directly contronting Soviet nbitary. pow oy,
has extablished 1t own strateey toward the USSR alben
imphatly accepting the umbretla of Amencan detense
policies m o the region As Bening seeks ity own rap
prochement with Moscow o the United States s seching
an enduring nulitarsy relatonshap™ wah China - The
restoration ot high level miditary duddocue between the
United States and Chana prepared the croundwork for o
new sertes of tunchonal exchanges berween the armed
forces ot the United States and the PRC (Peopife’s
Repubhic of Chinan - Fromy these exchanges and high
level negotiattons, an agreement emerged i owhich the
Unnted States wall sell weapons, malitany technoloey and
cquipment tantitank weapons: artilfery - detense and
surtace shipantsubmanine wattarey to Ching - The
aapressed purpose tor these sales by the Umited States 1
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to assist the PRC in detending et agaimst the Soviet
Umon. ="

This growing Stno-American detense hink supports
China’s offort 1o demonstrate to the USSR Benimg™s ties
with the United States. while at the same tme China
clarms o eschew o strategie relationship with any major
power. China continues to insist that its retations with
the USSR cannot be normalized until the Soviet Umon
removes its forces from Atghanistan. stands down
torces and weapons syatens deploved wlong the Sino
Soviet border and in Mongolia. including the 8S- 208,
and withdraws its support for Vietnam's occupation of
Cumbodua. These demands are sustained even as trade.
cuftural. and pohticaf exchanges between Moscow and
Bemg grow at what appeurs to be an accelerating rate.
Both the United States and the USSR are involved
assisting China's economic modermization, with the
United States making a direct. albeit small and
restrained. contribution to the modernization of China's
armed forees. American defense policy toward China is
thus mtimately bound not only by the political context
created by Beining's insistence on autonomy. but also
by the USSR's search tor a less hostile relationship with
China.

The United States and the Korean Peninsula.
South Korea remains the most closely aligned ot all
American allies i Asia. Here the United States does not
guestion Scoul’s contribution to s own defense. which
is hrehe The pehinical context ot US policy s nonethe-
Jess very complexs Three issues are imvolved: the poten
lial for extreme Tevels of pohitical mstabiliny due to civil
and human rights problems within Chun Doo Hwan's
authoritarian pohucal system: the tuture of negotiations
tfor same torm of pohtical compromise between North
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and South Korea on the prospects tor the peninsula's
reunitication; and what may be an ¢ftort by the Soviet
Union to establish closer military and pohtcal ties with
Pyongyvang. In fact. none of these issues threatens the
close ties between the United States and South Korea.
but they do complicate the formulation of future US
policy.

The success of Coruzon Adquino’s ““people’s
power " movement in the Philippines gave new hte to
Chun Doo Hwan's political opposition. Events in
Manila were closely tollowed und widely reported i the
South Korean press. There are, however. distinet dit-
terences between South Korea and the Phalippines that
appedr to negate any chance of a simular process emerg-
ing that woultd result in Chun Doo Hwan's downtall.
Whereas the Philippine cconomy was in deep recession
and had been for some years. the Korean cconomy s
one of the strongest i Asia. South Korea's economie
conditions are a source of support for the government
rather than a scedbed tor political discontent. Sinmnlarly,
the Korean miltary support President Chun. It is almost
inconceivable that there could be a defection trom his
government simifar to the munner i which detense
minister Juan Ponce Ennle and Assistant Chict of Stalt
Fidel Ramos refused any turther support tor President
Marcos. Finally, the threat presented by the msurgent
New People’s Army’s (NPA) growth in the Philippines
was a funcuon of Marcos™s misrule. The threat pre-
sented to South Korea by North Korea™s armed torces is
tar moge lethal and direct than the long-term protracted
conflict presented by the NPA in the Philippines. Presi
dent Chun can use the North Korean threat tar more
cffectively than Marcos could the NPA.

South Korea's pohities may be volatile and Presi-
dent Chun’s regime extremiely authoritarian, but the cri-
sis that emerged in the Tast few years of Marcos™s rule is

&
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not present in South Korea, Bven so. the Umited States
has pressed Prestdent Chun to permit greater pohitical
freedom tor his opposition. Chun had done so. perhaps
noting the rofe ot the United States i casimg the way
tor both Duvalier and Marcos to leave ther countries
during penods of extreme pohitical unrest. The Umited
States does not want to see a repetition of the events
that fod to the assassination of President Park Chung
Hee i 19790 and s pressing the current government to
create a tradition ot participatory democracy 1o avord
the Kind ot civic unrest that has undermined South
Korea's political stability tor the past 23 years.

The shootdown of KAL 007 in September 1983
and the Rangoon bombing in October brought tenston
on the peminsula to a new high. Yet these sume evenis
seem to have influenced North Korea to propose talks
with the United States in which South Korea could par-
ticipate. and theno carlv an 1984, to reopen direct talhs
with South Korea. Although meetings have been held in
several fora, both South Korew and the United States
treat them with some considerabie caution, The buck-
drop to such caution. above and beyond a deep suspi-
clton of Pyongvang's goals, s the continuing buildup ot
North Korean armed torces and redeplovinent of these
torces closer to the demilitarized zone (DMZ) dividing
the pentnsula. Included in these forces are more modern
weapon systems recently supplied by the USSR: SCUD
surface-to-surtace missiles, SA-3 surtace-to-amr mis-
stfes, and MiG- 23 fighter bombers. ™

Renewed Soviet interest in North Korea reflects a
change in the dynamics ot the international politics of
the Korean peninsula. This change led to a sense ot 1so-
lation 1n Pyongvang and contributed to @ restoration of
closer relations between North Korea and the USSR
Prestdent Chun's visit to Japan in 1985, the first ever by
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a4 ROK prestdent. and his mecting with the emperor
svmbolized the new warmth between Seoul und Tokvo
China. perhaps secking a relaxation ot tenston on the
peninsula, hud earlier developed unofticial relations
with South Korea through trade and athletic exchunges.
At the very least, Ching was demonstrating tacit support
tor the status quo on the peninsula i spite ol 1ts otficl
support tor the peacetul reuntfication of North and
South. North Korea. seeking a more responsive alls.
looked toward the USSR Kim i Sung visited Moscow
in 1984 for the first trme i 20 vears, and in 1983 these
tics with the USSR grew closer with the delivery ot
MIG-23s. With this delivery. the USSR broke ans arms
cibargo put inte etfect in 1973 to prevent advanced
Soviet military technology from falling into Chinese
hands and to reduce the probability that Kim 11 Sung
would drag the USSR nto an unwanted war with the
United States. In August 185, a massive Soviet deleva-
tion including First Deputy Minister of Detense Marshal
Vasiliy Petrov arrived in Pyongvang to celebrate the
40th anniversary of Korea's liberation from Japan. As
part of the celebration. the First Deputy Commuander of
the Pacitic Fleet. vice-Admiral Nikolai Yasakov led a
Soviet port visit of three ships to Wonsan. ™

Moscow’s revived support tor Pyongyang retlects
the new Soviet leadership™s desire to become more
politically active in the Pacific arca. The USSR has few
allies in the region. and North Korea was looking tor a
way to demonstrate its unhappiness with China’s
increased willingness to seek its own objectives without
taking into account Pvongvang’s concerns. China, on
the other hand. can look 1o Pvongvang's willingness to
negotiate with Seoul as promoting the stability Beijing
needs to conduct its policy of sustaining a wide range of
contact with the Communist and non-Communist world.
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China may well be seeking to end North Korea's isola-
tion from the West and Japan. and encouraging
Pyvongyang to expand its contacts with the outside
world. Under these conditions. Betjing may not see
Moscow’s renewed interests in Pyongvang as unduly
threatening to China’s relations with North Korea. ™

For the United States. Moscow’s willingness to
renew the transter of more modern armaments to
Pyvongyvang counteracts whatever optimism may exist
from the potential restraining influence provided by the
evident desire of China and the USSR to avoid war on
the peninsula. Washington. Scoul. and Tokyo are all
concerned that Soviet military and economie assistance
to North Koreu will become substantial. and that
Moscow s ultimate objective is o use such aid to gain
access to North Korean ports for its navy and overflight
rights tor its air forces The political context of
Pyongvang’s relations with its neighbers is now under-
going what could well become a major transtormation.
it i~ also evident that the USSR intends 1o be politically
more active in the region than it has been in the past.
Foreign Monister Shevardnadze™s visit to Japan. the first
high-fevel visit by a Soviet leader in a decade. tollowed
by a cull on Pyongvang to reassure Kum H Sung. and
Moscow s increasingly close relationship with Beijing
all serve to demonstrate the USSR™s diplomatic activism
in the region. Whether this retlects Mikhail Gor-
bachev's recognition that Soviet saber-ratthng has led to
Moscow’s increasing isolation i Asta. or a decision to
combine military strength with a new pattern of diplo-
macy cannot yet be determined.

The United Stctes and Southeast Asia. The US
defense policy for Southeast Asia is faced by an equally
complex political environment. At one level of analysis
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the long-term prognosis for the American objectn e of
building a coalition of states opposing the USSR s quite
vood. Continued Soviet assistance tor the Vietnamese
occupation of Cambodia may influence the ASEAN
states in the direction of supporting the United States
However US policy tends to tocus on deerving the
USSR s expunsion and mcreased use oi the mibhitany
tacilities at Cam Ranh Bayv. The ASEAN states. on the
other hand. although suspictous of long-terin Soviet
intentions 1n the region. are tocused on devising a solu-
tion to what has become the Cambodia didenuma.
Today. the Carabodian situation has devolved into
a stalemate. The ASEAN insists that Vietnam must
withdraw its forces from Cambodia and permit a new
covernment to be created under international supervi-
ston. Vietnamese willingness. with Soviet assistance. o
pay the economic and political costs of staying m Cam-
bodia and fighting a counterinsurgency war tor some
eight years hus begun to divide ASEAN " Malaysia and
Indonesia now accept the concept that a solutnon to
Cambodia must take into account Vietnam's security
mterests. China refuses to recognize a Vietnamese

security interest in Cambodia and has no intention of

granting Hanoi unchallenged dominance over Indo-
china. Thaitland. secking a butfer between itself and
Vietnam. does not want to see Hanoi the donminant
influence over any government in Phnom Penh and
views the PRC ax an ally against Vietnam. The USSR,
although it sces its political objectives in non-Commu-
nist Southeast Asia trustrated by its support for Viet-
nam. does not want to fose its access to the Cam Ranh
Bav military buses. Cam Ranh Bay grants Moscow
increased capability to project military foree into the
Indian Ocean. South China Sea. and West Pacific.
thereby increasing its ability to conduct military opera-
tiops against both the United States and China,
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There 1s now a growing beliet that a solution o
Cambodia must reconcile the security concerns ol both
Thatland and Vietnam . Thas wall be ditticult 1o
achieve Hunot's recent willingness to be more coapera-
five i assisting the United States i locating its MIAs in
Indochina may well reflect Vietnam's understanding of
the 'mportance of the Unpted States i breahimg the
stalemate. It may even represent Hunor's hope that the
United States could pressure China imto becoming more
tlexable n its views. The ASEAN. on the other hand.
has been pressing the United States to provide nihitary
assistance for the non-Communist guerritla torces tight-
g in Cambodia.

The issues tacing the United States are ditticult 1o
resolve. Washington does pot want the Thai-Cambodian
border to become yet unother East-West tlashpoint
Extensive military assistance to the non-Communist
forces. who are the weakest of the three guerrtlla armies
opposing Victnam in Cambodia. could create just that
Nor does Washington want sumply to acquiesce o Viet-
namese domination of Cambodia. Yet. as long as the
Cambodian stalemate continues. broader US regional
and strategic concerns with the Soviet Union’s presence
will not be addressed by the major regional actors who
form the basis tor a potential anti-Soviet coalition.

The Cambodian dilemma is that no matter how
effecuvely ASEAN diplomacy has been preventing
Vietnam from turning its control of Cambodia into a fair
accompli, there 1s no "ASEAN solution.” The current
stalemate reflects the reality that without great-power
agreement there will 10 no solution to the Cambodian
impasse. Without a solution to the Cambodian dilemma,

broader US defense interests will not become a topic of

major interest in ASEAN. Even if the Cambodian prob-
lem was resolved, Kuala Lumpur and Djakarta are more
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concerned over China's tuture policies i the region
than they are about the USSR Diakarta especrally may
tend toward the view that the USSR presents w counter-
welght against renewed hostile itentions in the region
trom the PRC.

In the Phitippines. the pohtical context of the stra-
regic US mihitary bases at Clark Field and Subic Buy
reached the point where! just a few months ago. con-
tinued US access to these facthties was i considerable
doubt. The Marcos oligarchy had brought the Philippine
political system to the verge of amajor caivil war. Wath-
out a change in the political feadership it was teared that
the Philippines would colliapse mto civil war and the
United States would be required to develop new bases
within a more stable political environment. preferably in
American territory O bEven as this issue was bemng dis
cussed within the Congress and the White House.
Marcos tled the Phnhppines and political power puassed
to Corazon Agquino and her supporters.

The new Philippine government has assumed all of
the problems plaguing the islands. but there s now g
sense of hope that over tme they can be resolved. With
Marcos in power, there wis only a sense of deepening
crsis. American support for Aquino and the US role in
casing Marcos's departure has. at least for the moment.
restored a sense of mutaa! contidence between Wash-
ington and Manila. The issue of continued American
access to Clark Field and Subic Bay naval buse has
receded into the bachground and there is contidence that
American use ot the bases wilt be recontirmed in tuture
ncgotiations. The Philippine crisis. however, serves to
highlight the oxtent to which US defense strategy is ont-
wally dependent on it overseas bases. and these bases
are dependent upon the political environment wathin
which they exist.

- —— it
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The United States and ANZUS . In the same manner
that the Philippine crisis of the past «or years threw a
shadow over US access to strategically ernical mnlitary
tacthioies. so a change in New Zeualand™s government
brought the tuture of the ANZUS weaty o gquestion
With the election of the Labour Purty and Prime Minis-
ter David Lange an the summer ot 1983, the Labour
Party '~ longstanding antinuclear stance became a magor
isstie for the allance.

fe s US policy not to contirm or deny the presence
of nuclear weapons aboard 1ts naval vessels When the
United States requested a port catl in New Zealand tor
the destrover Buchanan 1ollowing the "Sca Bagle™
ANZUS exereise scheduled tor March 1985 Welhington
retused on the grounds that is intcthgence could not
determine whether the vessel was varrving noclear
weapons. This ban on ships carrving nuclear weapons
wias extended to the United Kimgdom's naval vessels,
which alvo refuses to contirm or Jeny the presence ot
nuclear weapons on its vessels. A second American pont
visit was denmied in February [URS.

Later in the yeuar. the Australian government
bowed to antinuclear sentiment among s citizens and
dented togistical support for MX nuasstle testing in the
Tasman Sea. This was a change in Austrahian poney.
which had provided support tor American nuclear
weapons tests. These events ransed the queston: s
ANZUS unravehing? The Unmited States caneeled sched-
uled jomt military exercises. stopped exchanges ot mih-
tary personnel wath New Zealand. and indicated tha
tuture defense cooperation with Wellington would not
be assumed. The Australian government. embarrassed
by the MX decron, soon assured the United States that
its athance commutments.including port calls. remaimed
strong. By suminer TYRS ANZUS had tuncoonally
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become a buateral alliance between the United States
and Australua.

The American dispute with New Zealand brought
renewed focus on the 34-veur-old defense pact anchor-
ing the southern end of the United States™s Pacitic
alliances. What the United States saw was the potential
tor New Zealand’s explicit anunuclear policy '~ spread-
ing to Japan und the nearby South Pacitic. New Zealand
had become an important test case because US relations
with New Zealund were bused upon bonds that precede
the 1951 treaty. Furthermore. US relations with Wel-
lington also mvolved mdirect Amencan hinks with
Southeast Asta and the South Paaitic

ANZUS iy part of a pattern of regional cooperanon
i Southeast Asia whereby Austrahia keeps o squadron
ot tighters in Malaysia, and Malaysian and Singaporcan
forces trumn with Austrahan. New Zealand. and Briush
troops on a regular basis. Australia. New Zealund.
Malayvsia. Singapore. and the United Kingdom signed
the Five-Power Defense Arrungement in 1971, and have
sustained exchange and jomt tramning programs. and
other detense hinks since that time. This Brinsh Come
monwcalth hink iy turther expanded by other detense
ties. such as those between Malavsia and Indonesia,
although the Kuala Lumpur-Djakarta hink is based more
on a mutual susprcion it not tear ot tong-term Chinese
intentions in the region.

The crisis with New Zealand, when viewed within
the brouder context of US relations with Southeast Asia
and the South Pacitic. illuminates the number of hinks.,
direct and indirect. that Washington has within the
region. The Umited States has no detense tinks with tour
of the six ASEAN members but Tooks with tavor upon
the strengthening ot bilateral detfense ties among the
ASEAN mzmbers and between Australia and New Zea-
land and the other members of the Five-Power Detense
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Arrangement. The United States has no alhance with
the PRC but includes China s comventional und strategie
nuctear torces In is assessmient ol the Bast Asian ol
tary balance with the USSR and values the emerging
links between the Chinese and American armed
torces.

Such hinkages huve their own problems. Indonesia
and Malaysia warn the United States against assisting
China in its economic and detense modernization pro-
grums. ** Southeast Asta as a whole s ambivalent. at
best. about US pressures on Japan to contribute more to
the detense of the region. At worst, some countries in
Southeast Asia tear that Washington may see Japan as a
potential surrogate tor the United Srates in the West
Pacitic. ™ Closer cooperation between Hanor and Wash-
ington in recovering the remains ot US MIEAS raises
concern in Thatland that if this divisive issue were
resofved. Wasinngtoi would retreat from us hard-line
support for Bangkok's goal of torcing Vietnamese
troops out of Cambodia and the creation of g neutral
vovernment in Phnom Penh. ™ Thus. with defense pol-
1y focused on future condinions, the political environ-
ment of the present becomes critically important in
securing accord tor the tuture,

The Reagan Defense Policy in Asia: An Assessment

With all its problems, the Asia-Pacitic region cannot he
viewed as anything less than a success tor US policy . A
hittle more than a decade dgo Asia was the setting tor
the greatest defeat in the history ot US security policy
The charge leveled by President Thieu of the deteated
Republic of Vietnam that the United States had tailed to
tulfill 1its comnutment to his government was echoed by
President Marcos in Manida. Sigapore’s Lee Kuan
Yew. Japan’s Foreign Minister Mivazawa, Indonesia’s

© e e ——




o

P 4 neted Statey arid Y

Foreign Minister Muhik. and President Park i South
Korea. ™ It has been o long road back. and the Reagan
admimistration’s policies have been part of o conunuing
American effort to restore and sustan the confidence ot
American friends and allies in the region. There s also
continuity in the Reagan administration” s tendeney o
analyze Astan language reminiscent of the contamment
policies of the 19508 and 19605, To u great extent. this
is g function of interpreting the Soviet Union’s objec-
tives as the greatest externad threat to peace and stabihity
i Asia. That s an accurate assessment, but the pehnead
crisis in the Philippines and Chun Doo Hwan's donmiestue
political problems should warn current and future
admimistrations that many of America’™s triends and
allies are entering a period of pohocal transition with
uncertain futures. As John Holbrook observed:
Expanding cconomic opportunity in the past has helped legei-
mize non-communist governments i the regron and to
smother potential unrest i prosperity Rapid mercases i
nattonal wealth are an avenuc to at feast remporary sociad
peace. but expunded pohucal participation and contidence in
governmental structures that can outlust ind sdual leaders are
necessary to sustam sach stabibiy

The tall of President Marcos was brought about i part
by i tailed economy, whereas the current situation n
South Korea has come about despite economic success
Thus. even economic success is at times insufhicrent o
smother demands for greater political participation. An
American objective s to seeh pohitical stability amony
its friends and allies. Without it detense plimning will
at best be crisis planning. and the strengthening ot
regional coalions will be ditticult to achieve over the
long run. The tuture. v Holbrook notes, s tar frone:
bleak. but now s the time to encourage pohtical change
and adjustment to popular demands tor greater pohitical
participation.
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With this cautonary note in nund. the issue ot the
Soviet Unton must be tuced. There s an ronic twist 1o
US policy here. tor while Washington presses fapan o
contribute more to the detense ot the region and moves
steadily toward closer mihtary refations with China, the
United States does not seem to recognize that these two
strategies have 1o be viewed in Moscow as w direct and
fong-term threat to the Soviet Umon. Indeed. there s un
institutionalized pattern of mutually hosule interaction
between the United States und the USSR m which cach
sees almost any action by the other as threatemne o
therr secunty interests. Given the USSR tear of atwo
tront war engaging its forces 1 bBuropean Russia and
the Far Eust simulanceousty . the buildup ot Soviet con
ventonal and strategie nuclear torces m the Far bast
over the past decade should have been antiapated The
Reagan adnmumistration s, however. only tollow iy past
US practice. and there s no o sien that this myvopra wall
be corrected.

The Amercan reappraisal of the nalitary situation
in Asia began with the Carter administration even
hetore the Soviet incursion into Atghanistan. The Carter
administration’™s pledge to remain a nugor mihitan
power in the Asiae-Pacitic region was o reaction to the
fratricidal contlict between Communist states seen
Vietam s invasion ot Cambodi, Ching's invasion ot
Vietaum. and the concomitant tenston growing along
the Sio-Soviet border. The Reagan admimnistration
extended and accelerated the Carter adminsstranon’™s
policies for o buildup of American military capabthties
and. although shitting ity primary focus from China to
Japan. ultimately returned to the policy of developing
military ties with the PRC while ~ontinuing to press
Tapun tor greater defense commitments. The USSR
continued its Astan detense buildup but with an added
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dipiomatic cftort to exceute a rapprochement with the
PRC and develop closer. more cordial relations with
both North Korea and Japan. There are also uncertain
stens that the USSR may be accepting o denvarche with
the United States.

Soviet embussy offictals discussing Gorbachev's
rostatement ot a collective security arrangement for Asia
during his visit to India in May 1985 suggested that the
United States could be involved. These officials pro-
posed that the United States and the USSR could agree
1o limit naval operations in the Western Pacific: that
Japan and the USSR could stgn a treaty of “good neigh-
borly™ relations: and that the USSR and China could
agree to TTcontidence-butlding measures™ (CBMs)
along their common border. These CBMs could include
notification of planned military exercises and possibly
reduction of torces deploved along both sides ot the
border. ™

Perheps prompted by these suggestions, in his
August 1985 Helsinki meeting with Soviet Foreign Min-
ister Shevardnadze. Secretary of State George Shults
proposed talks on US-Soviet difterences in Asia. Early
in September the State Department indicated that
Moscow had agreed to high-fevel discussions and that
Paul Wolfowitz. Assistant Secretary of State tor Fur
East and Pactfic Atfairs. would go to Moscow and meet
with Mikha] Kapitsa, the Deputy Foreign Minister tor
Asian Attairs, Issues 1o be raised by Weltowitz were
the Soviet nulitary buildup in East Asia. tenstons on the
Korcan peninsuta, the advanced weapons supphied by
the USSR to North Korea. and the stalemated sitwation
in Cambodia. In regard to the latter. the Umited States
hoped the USSR vould be persuaded to urge Hanoi to be
more forthcoming 1n its negotiating position on the
tuture of Cambodya. ™
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These tentative probes by the United States and the
USSR do notandicate a major chunge in cither
Washington™s or Moscow 's perception of the causes of
their mutual hostifity | but rather @ withingness to meet
and discuss divisive issues at the working level. A
desire to ratse the diplomatic level of interaction with
Asig and the United States 15 a mark ot General Secre
try Gorbachev’s revised approach to Soviet secunity
problems. It s doubttul that Gorbuachev sechs o radical
change i Soviet objectives. It is more hikely that he
seeks to reduce Soviet political 1solation 1 the region.
For. even with its growing mihtary strength. the
USSR political posiion has been weakened.

Given the wariness with which some American
friends and allies in Asta view Washington™s Muan-
ichacan view of the region’s seeunty. it s almost cer-
tain that they will view Gorbachev's diplomatic toravs
as far more mndicative of potontial change in Soviet
goals and objectives than will the United States. Thus,
assuming a consistent diplomatic offensive by the
USSR the political context of US detense pohiey will
be entering a difficuit stage. Currently, the United
States is continuing to stress a coalitonal and coopera-
tive defense strategy. but such a strategy depends apon
close and supportive political relations as much as it
does the strength of American arms. Moscow s political
strategy is designed o weaken US political relations in
Asta and to demonstrate that Soviet arms are designed
primarily to deter the United States. At the same time.
so fong as the USSR continues to hight in Afghanistan.
support Vietnam in Cambodia, ond sustain its militan
buildup. a Soviet diplomatie offensive also faces dufti-
culties,

The Reagan administration”s detense policy has
continued to tollow the pattern. with some adjustment.
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set i moton by previous administrations. The Carter
and Reagan policies have proven to be adequate tor
recovering the American military position in Asi and
assuring friends and alfies that the United State s sustaims
astrong detense commitment to the region. Where there
15 weakness it is in the thetoric used o justty the policy
and what appears te be a tutlure to recognize. at least
publiciy. that defense relationships in Asia are far more
complex than in Europe. Security relations i Asta are
fur more fluid and politically sensitive to regional and
subregional prionities and aligniments. Vhis is as wue tor
Moscow as it is for Washington. What, in tact. the
United States has achteved as o firming up ot a loose
coalition of treaty alhies and friends in the Asia-Pacitic
region.

The Us military presence must have the capability
1o restrain any Soviet aggressive behavior threatening
triends and allies. This has been. and remains, w4 major
priority of the Reagan admimistration. For the tuture.
this nulitary capability. must be joined by the equally
unportant diplomatic effort to create. i the words of
Richard Solomon, “an eftective entente of alliance rela-
tonships and cooperative ties to friendly | it nonaligned
states. 7 While the United States can respond. even it
with difficulty. to a continuing Soviet mifitary buildup,
it cannot avoid the even more difticult task of develop-
ing the pohitical context required tor a successtul
defense policy.
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AMERICAN-SOVIET RELATIONS:
THE RHETORIC AND REALISM

Peter R. Zwick

Dl RING RONALD REAGANTS FIRST TERM as
President, three Soviet leaders served in rapid succes-
ston—Brezhnev, Andropoyv . and Chernenko. By con-
trast. although the first weeks of Reagan’s second term
began with Cherneinho in charge, it seems probable
today that Mikhal Gorbachev will be the Soviet feader
well bevond this presidency .

President Reagan has contended that the rapid turn-
over of aged Soviet leaders made 1t extremely ditticult
tor him to establish a coherent diplomatic dialogue with
his Soviet counterpart until the Gorbachev ascendancy.
Fairness. however, demands that we recognize that dur-
ing this period ot unstable and undynamic Soviet leader-
ship. Wushington hurled a continuous barrage ot
ideological rhetorie at the Soviet Union the likes of
which had not been heard since the height of the Cold
War. The intensity of this rhetoric apparently convinced
the Soviet leadership. including Gorbachev., that Reagan
was consumed by an irreversible Soviet animus that
wouid make normal diplomatic relations impossible.

[t was not just the intensity of Reagan’s anti-Soviet

thetoric, which depicted Moscow as the ““focus of

evil.” but also its substance that convineed many pohti-
cul observers, East and West, that Reagan would be true
to his conservative anti-Communist commitment
throughout his tenure 1in office. Reagan did not simply
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revive Cold War “contamnment™ policy . but he resusci
tated the Chimera ot o rolfback ™ of Sovier power as
the result of o shift o the “eorrclation of torces™ n
favoer of the West. In support of the rollback ™
approach. Secretary ot State Shultz wrote at the begin:
ning of 1985 The present pohincal division ot the con-
unent (Europe) as artificial st exists ondy because 1t has
been mmposed by brute Soviet power: the Umited States
his never recognized it as fegitimate or permanent. ™™

The entegma »f Reagan™s first term as that despite
the mtensity and content of his anti-Soviet rhictoric, his
policy was neither reckless nor espectally threatening o
Soviet security. In fact. Reagan’s Soviet policy was sur-
prisingly moderate. As Adam Ulany observed., " Oratony
apart, the Soviets had Biele reason 1o complain about the
record of Mr. Reagan's admimstration. ™

Amernican conservatives could tind little i Rea-
san’s deriony o substantiate their hope that he was
abandoning detente in tavor of confrontation with
Moscow. Reagan htted the griaan embargo imposed by
President Carter i response to the Soviet intervention in
Atghanistan. He passed up o golden oppoitunity to it
ate a4 hberationmist™ policy in Polund in 1Y81-82 n
tavor ot ettorts to calm rather than exacerbate Polish
tensions. He made no major commitinents to the rebels
tor freedom fightersy in Alghanistan. He condemned the
shootdown ot the KAL 007, but imposed no sanctions.
He radied against the gas pipeline trom the USSR o
Western Europe. but could not stop it Even ain the case
of Nicarsgua. Reagan admuoustration support for the
Contra cttort was nunimal talbert largely due to Con-
gress's resistance ). in the context of this “détente-like ™
policy. the invasion of uny Grenada only underscored
the linuts of Reagan’s willingness to commit American
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power against the evil emipire. ™ The so-called Rea
can Doctrine™ remained. tor the most part. rhetorie
untramlated to action.

fronicalhv o despate this moderation, Western hb-
erals ook even fess comtort than did conservatises m
Reagan’s Soviet poliey - Liberals shuddered at the pros
pect of a sevomd Cold W™ and despaired of Rea-
cun’s deologica! crusade agamnst communtsin. These
fiberal concerns notwithstandimg ., the tact wus that the
United Siates and USSR were not brought closer o war

In tact. although Reacan’s fisst-term rhetorie cere
taindy did not bring the superpowers closer o peace. it
i~ highlv unhikely that. even had Reagun been inchined
o engage 1 rapprochement, the ossitied Kremln fead:
ership would have been able to respond

In other words. although some Reagan cnitios hase
bemouned the “lost opportunities™ i American-Soviet
relations during the first term. the prospects tor
improved American-Soviet relations remained
extremely fow as long as the revolving door to Kremlin
power continued to turn.

From Rhetoric to Realism?
the characterization ot Keagant's Firse i as o rhet
orical prosidency ™ rases three interesting gquestions.
First. what explains the gap between Reagan rhetoric
and policy toward the USSR? Sccond. why was there o
major shitt away trom rhetoric in the second term! And.
third. does this shifi poriend a pew realism i Reavan
policy toward the USSR

As emploved herel the term reahsm™ imphies less
reliance on adeologcal explanations o Soviet behavior
and more reliance on tactors assoctated with a real
politth view ot Soviet policy . Realism also means a

turn toward diplomatic engagement and negotiation o
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resolve outstanding ditterences Presudent Reavan's
rdeological assessment of Soviet motives aind coads
could be correct. and, m that sense. s views would he
Crealistic.” Howevero o the extent that he emiplovs
hyperbolic rhetoric as o means ot dealing with the
Soviet threat cae o substitate tor diplomacyy his
approach ts not reabistic

One answer to the gquestions posad above o tha
Reagun had fide o lose by engagmy inantr Sovet
diatribes . 10 was unbihely that any {one-term \merican
Sostet relations would develop i his tust term untl o
new gencration ot Soviet Teaders emersed. Not onlhy
was hie tree tomdulze his own ann-Soviet teehimes and
express the ideological belicts of the conservatine winy
of his party . but his anti-Sovictisny ralhied popular sup
port for his detense buitdup and gencrated o genwine
post-Vietnam patriotic revival wath Littie risk to world
peave. A this was posaible because Amencan aonions
were not pereeived o Moscow as a o dwest threat o
Soviet seeurity

As acomervative, Reagan sought to restore both
America’s capaciny and will 1o employ toree as ameans
of controlling Soviet behavior. One observer, Coral
Bell, has argued that in the age of natwonal technical
means of intelhigence ambiguities of the power bal-
ance are in the area of will rather than capaciy . Rea-
gan’s new rhetoric should be seen as a manifestation ot
America’s willingness to stand up to Soviet power. The
gap between what Bell refers o as Reagar™s “declara-
tory signals™ (rhetoric) and “operational signals™ (pol-
tev) reflected his recogmtion of the increasing
tmportance of the perception of risk in American Soviet
relations. It Reagan could intimidate the Soviets
through his rhetoric, they would be fess tikely to risk
direct confrontation. !
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The st rerm rhictone poney ™ eapland the ten
titive second-term shatt o diplomacy has also been
explamed by reterenve o Reazan's ot repeated stiateny
ot nevotiatnion trom sttenzths T which presumabhy
reguired that he buy time o Close the window of vl
nerabibits 77 Nccordime tothies siew s Reavan used his
festterm oo buidld up Amicenca s nalitary power s that
mcanmetul Ymenican Sovict oegotations could tollow
i the second werm and bevond  In briet. Reazan'™s that
ore hept the Soviet bear at bay el Anenica was avan
ready o stand up o lim

The problem wath thes exvplanation s that despae
substantiad mcreases e Amenican mithitary spendine.
there s hrtle evidence to sugvestihat the nnlitary bl
ance. at both the conventionad and siratewie Jevels . had
shitted i tavor of the Umited States by the time ot the
TUSS summit Incrcased expenditures tor MN and
Midgetman mesiles. B OE and Stealth bombers, and the
Strategie Detense Tnvoative «SDE may have signitied
Reagan's comnutment o Amencan mbitany. modernisa
von. but had tar more ettect on reviving the detense
sector than on a shittn the eorrelanon of forees ™

Reagan's tentative turn o sumnuiny an the second
termn i fiot, i other words. casthy explamed as 1he ol
low-on phase ol the negotiation from strength™ st
cov. Howeseroat may have retlected a strategy o
Tnegotianion through porconved commitment to
strength 7 Put another way . Reagan™s untlugging com
mitment to ncreased nuhitary budecets i the tirst term
may have been motivated by o desire to convence
Moscow of Washigton's wi/l to saeritice domestic pro
grams and a balanced budyet for the sake of midttary
detens

Ancdcher clue to the cause of the apparent shitt from
rhetone to realism hies in the ditterence i the American
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poputar mood when Reagan st took otbice i JuNi
and that i PONS Reavan's rhetoric s winch descnibed
the USSR Gs the tocus ot evail ™ the world s sim
phitted the comploviies ot international relattons tor o
revepiive Amenican publics which had become dison
cuted by Carter s catiphuasis on human trehis and (e
ciphasis of the Fast Woest conthet Reazan was naot
oy oretocusty Nmeriean forergn policy onthe USSR
bat re establishime Ninerica’™s ant Communist conmit
ment atter the Victnam debacle by addinon. ns depi
ton o the USSR as e threat toaesional and world
prace tand. theretore. American secunity i, mobized
popular support tor mcreases in the detense budeet and
the hratus i normal diplomanie relations wath Moscow

In the post-Vietnam erae America’™s beliet ool
tary solutions to nternational pohiical problems had
been ubandoned i tavor ot detente. Tt was under Carter
that the Fran crisis tested American nuhtary capacing and
tound at wanting  Detense spending was sharpls
reduced. raang waidespread concern over American
sevurity . be addion, the Sandimista victory an Nie-
arazua sparked fears of another Cubaoan the Western
Hemisphere Fmally Cthe Soviet mvasion of Atehanistan
comvinced even President Carter that NMoscow could not
be trusted to abide by the rules of the road ™ approach
o Amertca Sovict retations Al of this contnbured 1o
anoverswhelnming Reagan electoral victory and 1o a
developing consensas among Amerncans that the United
States had o reciain some ol ats ahtary status b e was
comg o deal ettectinely with Moscow and the imterna-
tonal commumin

Riding the crest or this new mood. Reagan L
basted the USSR and ainittated three new military chal
fenees to Soviet power: (1) the Reagan Doctyine ™ of
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active support for treedont fighters™ against comimu-
nismian the Third World: (23 the deployment of iter
mediate-range misstles m Western Europe (Pershing 11
and cruise missiles): and (3) the development of 4 new
nuclear deterrence strategy hnown as the Strategic
Defense Intnative. or 7" Star Wars. ™

The Reagun Doctrine was more than hemispheric
containment. it involved overt and covert aid to forces
attempting to overthrow the Sandinista government of
Nicaragua and the Marxist government of Grenada. [t
was roflback. The Reagan Doctrine was o low-cost,
low-risk. high-visibility reassertion of America’s will to
resist Communist expansionisi tn the post-Vietnam
era. and was just what the American people wanted.

Reagan’s dectsion to deplov intermediate-range
missifes i burope was a response 1o the Warsaw Pact's
previoushy unchatlenged mititury preeninence over
NATO. which puaranteed a pohitical status quo in
Europe. It would have been absurd tor the Reagan
admimistration to reopen the issue of the division of
Europe without exerting some pressure on Soviet
security. With the Intermediate Nuclear Foree (INE)Y
talks stalemated m Geneva. the short-term price ot
deployment was mimimal, Reagan offered the Soviers
the so-called " 7ero option. ™ This proposal would hine
traded America’™s planned deployment of a partially
tested INE system tor Soviet dismantling of its 8§ 20s.
which had been deploved. Further. this proposal did not
include British and French nuclear forees.

Without cailing into guestion the reahism o sin-
cerity of Reagan™ “zero option.” 1t 1s not likely that
American arms negottators expected ther proposal to be
accepted. Indeed. it is highly unlikely that either the ail-
ing Breshney or the aged Kremibin caretakers who tal-
lowed were capable of responding to any new arus
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that the Soviets never aceepted MAD and were pursu-
tng a “"wartighting capability.”” However. evenat
true. this was a strategy of ““deterrence by deniall™
which depended on overwhelming Soviet offensive
superiority.

Although SDI proponents and critics emphasize
Tspace’ weapons, the importance of SDI does not Tie
in the location of the weapons. but in their character.
Some perceive that the intent of SDI s detensive in
nature. and its purpose iy o destroy aff incoming inter-
continental ballistic misstles. (It should be noted.
however, that SDI is not a defense against submarine-
launched. low-trajectory ballistic missiles, cruise mis-
siles, or conventional bombs.)

If a nation could protect itselt against @ nuclear
attack with an impencetrable detensive shield. one of
two consequences could ensue. Either it would no
longer need other deterrence systems. such as an
offensive nuclear force, or it could taunch a first
strike against the other side without fear of
retaliation.

Either possibility posed a serious challenge to the
Soviet system. But, more important. some perceived
that SDI offered the Amernican people the hope of a
perfect detense. without a nuclear arsenal.

Again. in terms of public mood. Reagan™s SDI was
a palliative to the insecurity ol an endless arms race.

Whether the Reagan Doctrine. INF deployment.
and SDI were intended as prefudes to traditional diplo-
macy. or as long-term policies. they matched the public
mood ot the first term. However, abrupt and signiticant
chunges in toreign and domestic conditions at the outset
of Reagan’s second term altered that mood. necessitat-
ing changes in both the stvle and substance of Reagan's
Soviet policy.

e
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Reagan’s Response to Gorbachey

Th most stgnificant change influencing Reagan’s
appre. 7 to the USSR in his second term was ungues-
tonably Gorbuachev's ascendancy to power. Unlike the
series of aged Brezhnevites who had preceded him.
Gorbacheyv was an unknown quantity. Was he a “hawk™
or & dove’? Was he a reformer or a U Stalinist”? No one
knew. but 1t was essential to know quickly.

Although there wus no certainty that Gorbaches
would survive the vicissitudes of a succession conflict.,
actuartally. he was a good candidate for long-term lead-
ership. With Gorbachey in control. Reagan would no
longer be able to employ the explanation (or excuse
that he could not mieet with his Soviet counterparts
because they died betore a meeting could be arranged.
Reuagan had to confront the truth that he was the only
postwar President who had not met with @ Soviet feader.
The imminent prospect of such a mecting demanded a
deescalation of the first-term rhetoric.

Further. Gorbachev proved to be a surprisingly
shitled ““media man. ™" The Western press liked him. He
wias a new breed of Soviet leader who understood the
iportance of the mediic as a means to influence world
public opinion. In addiion to style. Gorbachev emerged
as @ man of substance on arms control issues. In the
sime way that he began to take the innative away from
Reagan in the “"media war,”” Gorbachev also seized the
mitiative on substantive issues of American-Soviet rela-
tions. Suddenly. the Reagan administration found itselt
in @ reactive mode. As Gorbachev took the ““peace -
tiative,” the rhetorie of Reagan™s first term began to
haunt him in his second term. What had been Reagan’s
strength was transtormed into a weakness by Gor-
bachev's apparent concifiatory attitude. Reagan had to
do somiething substantive to regain the momentum in
the intensifying verbal ““wir of peace.”™
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Reagan’s nced to know Gorbachev, 10 confront
him head-on in the media spotlight. and to recain the
Tpeace mitiative T all account tor the reversal. n
mid- 1985, of the conditions for an American-Soviet
summit meeting. Whereas previously. Reagan nsisted
that a summit would be pointless unless the two leaders
had something substantive 1o discuss. by the summer o
1985 he was willing to attend a summit without even o
mutually acceptable agenda. The Cnited States wanted
the summit to deal with 4 broad range of issues, while
Moscow wanted the agenda 1o be Timited to arms con-
trol. As the summit approached. however. it becume
increasingly clear thut nothing substantive would result.
Theretore. the Reagan adimnistration adopted the view
that even if the summit only aftorded the two world
leaders an opportunity to get to know each other. it
would serve a constructive purpose.

The Geneva miceting in November 19835, which
Reagan dubbed the “fireside saummit.”” was a media
event. Behind the scenes. there were i series of private
discussions, but in the end there was not enough sub-
stanee or agreement to warrant more than a general joint
postmecting statement on cultural exchanges and the
promise to meet again.

Both leaders rushed to the summit because cach
wias afraid of being accused by the other of being the
obstacle to peace. In addition. Gorbachev needed the
sumniit to establish his credentials as a strong Soviet
leader capable of handling forcign policy . his obvious
weak suit gomng in. Henee, Gorbachev was willing 1o go
to Geneva regardless of the high probability that no sub-
staptive agreements would be achieved.

All this pressure on Reagan to engage Gorbachey
diplomaticatly was intensified by American domestic
political and cconomic actors. For one thing. Reagan
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needed the summit at the beginning ot his second term
to answer growing criticism of his mialitary buildup.
Also. tooming massive budget deticits made 1
increasingly ditticult for him 10 ask Congress for larger
mihitary expendutures without making a good-taith eftort
at negatiating 4 possible arms contiol agreement.

With the Gramm-Rudman-Hollings proposal on the
horizon. Reagan probably realized that he had plaved
the ““negotiation from strength™ ploy tor all it was
worth. Before budget cuts undermined his rearmament
efforts. 1t behooved Reagan to begin serious negotia-
ttons with Moscow while the threat of an all-out arms
race was stll oa credible alternative 1o Soviet
recaleitrance.

Another factor that probably contributed to
Reagan’s response to the Gorbachev challenge is the
“second-term’ phenomenon. No longer having to be
concerned with the judgiment of the electorate. and par-
ticularly the night-wing elements of his own party.
Reagan may have begun to take a longer view of his
presidency. especially history™s judgment of him as

~eacemaker.”

Even if Reagan had done little to roll back the
Soviet threat, conservauves had supported him in the
1984 clection because he had turned his back on the
diplomucy of detente and had ideologically. it not mili-
tarily. engaged the enemy. Now. in his mid-seventies.
with no electoral constitueney to be served. Reagan had
hittle to lose by atlowing that perhaps it was possible to
negotiate 10 good fuith with Soviet leaders.

In combination with the emergence of a new ieader
im the Kremitn. these domestie politicai and economic
considerations gave Reagan the impetus to shift away
from rhetorie crl saove toward more normal diplomatic
refations with the Soviet Unmion.
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Issues in American-Soviet Relations
In view of Gorbachev's briet tenure at the time of his tirst
summit. the ongoing power struggle in the Krembin, and
Reagan’s recent conversion to diplomacy. it should not
have been surprising that the first Reagan-Gorbachey
attempt at summitry achieved very little. 1t was a pre-
maturc summit. and should not be taken as a predictor of
success of future summits in Washington and Moscow .

The basic issues confronting American-Soviet rela-
tions tor the remainder of the Reagan presidency and
beyond are relatively clear. *"Star Wars™ will continue
1o be the centerpiece of Reagan’s security policy and the
focal point of Soviet criticism. But. other issue arcas
will also be important, including arms control. regional
conflicts. East-West trade relations. and human rights.
While none of these issues 1s new. there appears to be a
new willingness on both sides to negotiate with less ran-
cor and rhetoric and a new realism of shared
responsibility.

Let us now consider these issue arcas and what
cach portends for future American-Soviet refations.

Armys control. The near-term prospects for any arms
control agreement are cloudy. After years of proposals.
counterproposals, and unproductive negotiations. both
sides came away from the November 1985 summit appar-
ently committed to achieving at least a limited arms con-
trol agreement. The preliminary decision to subdivide the
discussions into strategic, intermediate. and space-based
weapons talks raised the possibility that agreement could
be reached in one area without an overall settlement of all
arms control issues. This did not guarantee success. but
for the first time in the Reagan presidency the arms con-
trol process was not doomed to failure by unrealistic
requirements on both sides.
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The first postsummit arms controf negotigting ses-
ston adjourned in March 1986, wmid accusaitons from
hoth xtdes that the other was still not serious about
arms control. Further. the planned 1986 Washington
sumnmit was delaved by disagreements that threatened
deratl the entire summit process and miake an arms control
agreement extremefy remote. It was not unul late summer
that the summt process was back on track. and Reagun
publicly acknowledged that the Soviets were muking
serious arms control proposals. The American and Soviet
positions on arms control are summarized i table 1

The most significant concessions by Moscow in the
postsunmmit period were the uncoupling of the Soviet
demand that the United States drop SDI rescarch from a
settlement on intermediate-range weapons in Europe.
and the partial unlinking of British and French strategic
nuclear forces from the INF negotations. For his part.
Reagan’s February 1986 INF proposal dropped his pre-
vious insistence that Soviet intermediate-range missiles
in Central Asta and the Far East be climinated com-
pletely. These items theretore remained the only obsta-
cles to an agreement on INF.#

Strategic arms control is closely tied to the issue of
space-based weapons and SDIL Reagan’™s commitment to
T Star Wars™ research is seen in Moscow as an attempt to
secure a first-strike ™ capability. Quite understandably .,
the Soviets find this unacceptable. As long as Reagan per-
sists in this plan to shift America’s deterrence strategy
from an offensive to a defensive system, the prospects
tor a strategic arms control agreement remain dim. In
tact. the development of SDI could exacerbate the
arms race. It the United States hopes to develop a
detensive shield. ity deterrence effect must Lie in its
being virtually 100 percent impenetrable. From the
Soviet perspective. one logical counter to SDI would be
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Table

American and Soviet Arms Controf Positions: 1986

Amertcan Posttions

Strategic sweapons. Reduee
strategic missiles 30 pereent as
tfiest step toward total chinuna-
tion,

ntermediate-range weap-
ony. Ehminate aintermediate
weapons in Europe in two stages
by 1990, with a 30 pereent
reduction i 1987 Also cling
nate Soviet missiles in the Far
fzast and reduce those i Central
Asta by S0 percent i 1987
British and French strategie
torces would not be included.

SDI wnd Mo based
weapons. No dimats on SDL or
space-based weapons rescarch,
but strict compliance with hinuts
an rescarch mmposed hy 972
ARNT treaty .

Newvrer Posttionn

Strategic weapony Ehinn
nate all weapons by 20000 50
percent reduchon i strateyie
weapons over 5 to X oyeans

Intcrmedate -range sweap-
ons. Elmunate mtermediate
range weapons i Burope in S to
¥ ovears. Bntish and French
forces need oot be elimimated,
but cannot be muodernized or
expanded  Missides i Bar bast
or Central Asia not included

SDE and space-based
weaponmsy. United States must
renounce spave-hased weapons
deployment. although some
basie rescarch on SDE could
continue. Falure to reach agree
ments in this arca should not
preclude chmmation ot antey
mediate-range weapons

Europe.

a massive offensive strategic torce capable of over-
whelming America’s detensive shield. In short. not only
i5 there little incentive for the USSR to reduce its stra-
tegic arseaal, but there is a very strong incentive to




9N Perer RO /Zwich

aceelerate ottensive weapons development in order to
be ready for SDLat, or when. it is deployed. Another
option would be the deployment ot ““space mines™
capuble of destroving SDI syvstems. This would con-
stitute an escalation of the arms race m space.

The question is. under what circumstances would
Reagan abandon the Strategic Detense lmnative? Is SDI
a “hargaiming chip™ to be used to force the Soviets to
accept deep cuts i strategic weapons systems? Poes
President Reagan really believe that SDIEis an achiey-
able technology? Although he has given no indication
that he would give up SDIL the crircumstances under
which it was inmtiated—more at Reagan’s behest atter
[earning of the theory than in response to demand from
military advisers~-sugzgest that Star Wars™ was more
a political than a mititary consideration. Furthermore,
scrious questions have been raised about the techmical
teasibility of its deployment within the next quarter cen-
tury. 1t at all.® The tact that it s not a defense system
teven if perfected) against offshore, ship and sub-
marine-launched cruise and low trajectory ballistic mis-
stles and bombers suggests that it could not be a
complete substitute for strategic deterrence. However. a
partly effective SDI svstem concentrated on defending
American land-based missiles, such as the new MX.
could deny the Soviets a ““first-strike ™" capability
derived trom overwhelming offensive superiority.

In short, it Reagan or his successor could negotiate
signiticant. verihiable reductions of strategic oftensive
weapons with Moscow (o prospect that appears
increasingly likely with Gorbachev). SD1 would proba-
bly be shelved. Reagan may insist on the right to lim-
tted research, but “"Star Wars™™ is too problematic and
too expensive to stand in the way of a meaningful arms
reduction package 19 the near term.
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A tinal potential obstacle o arms control dgree-
ments s Reagan's beliet that meanmgtul arms negotia-
tions are made more difficult by continued Soviet
involvement i regronal conthets. This presumnut hink-
age of Soviet Third World activities, especially m
Afghanistan. the Persian Gull, and Central America
appears to have moderated since the 1985 Geneva sum-
mit. However such activities are potential sticking
points in American-Soviet arms negotiations and rela-
tons in general.

Regional conflicts. The heart of Reagun's Third
World policy is anticommunism. which means anti-
Sovietism. The heart of Gorbachev's Third World pol-
iy continues to be antiimperialism. which means ana-
Amernicamsm. In short. cach of the superpowers depicts
the other as the main source of tenston in the Third
World and the root cause of current regional contlicts,

As noted previously. Reaganism is not the anti-
communism of containment. The Reagan Doctrine
includes the notion of liberation from communism in
addition to the containment of its spread. As the Reagan
administration made clear to Congress during the 1986
debates on support for the Contras in Nicaragua. if the
“freedom fighters™ fail to overthrow the Sandimista
regime. 1t may be necessary tor United States torees to
take a more direct role. The goal is to overthrow the
Nicaraguan government. just as the Marxist governiment
of Grenada was overthrown.

The Reagan Doctrine iy legitimized and dis-
tinguished from brute imperialism in the President’s
mind by the conviction that ““freedom fighters™ are
really struggling against the Soviet Union. According to
this view. if the USSR, or its Cuban surrogate. had not
directly intervened in the atfairs of Central Amernican

et i s
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and Canbbean states. the Reagan Doctrime would not be
nevessary - When it comes to regronal conthicts s the Rea
san moto s cherchez MU nion Soviengue”

Even tormer President Nivon. o practttone: of
détente. voeed support tor President Reagan’™s policies
on the grounds that what Nixon terined the “revised
Brezhnev Doctrine includes pot only detending but
extending communism. ™"

Reagan explains the conflicts in Afghanistan,
Southeast Asiac the Middle East. southern Afnca. und.
of course, Central America as the direct result of Soviet
smischiet-making. ™ This is not to say he believes that
there would be no contlicts but tor the USSR: rather he
sees the Soviets as troublemakers who tuke advantage of
any opportunity to exacerbate tensions and regional
instability. Why is it in the interests of the Soviet Union
to promote regional conthet”? This comes back 1o Rea-
an’s view of Moscow as i revolutionary power moti-
vated by Marxist-Lenimist ideology,

The Presideni™s position on regronal contlicts goes
to the heart of his pereeption of the Soviet role in the
world. In a very real sense. the “rollback of commu-
nism’ s svnonymous with the “rollback ot Soviet
power.” Reagun is simply unwilling to grant the USSR
the status of ““globul power.”” At a mimimum, Reagan
would have the USSR reduced to its carhier. continental
power status. This is consistent with the oft-expressed
Reagan beliet tor, perhaps. wishy that the ““correlation
of torces™ in the world has shitted during his term in
office n tavor of democracy. and that socialism has had
s day.

Finding the USSR under every regionad hot bed s
the self-tulfillment of Reagan’s mightmare. More impor-
tantly. it legitimizes. as nothing else could. American
interference in the internal atfairs of Third World
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covernments with which the Reagan adnnmnistration
disagrees. Thison warn, mobihzes Amerrcan popula
support tor a renulitarized torergn policy that s ~aved
from herng mmperialint by s ants Sovicsn As Scare
tary ot State Shalty pute So long as connoumisi dic
tatorships teel tree o and and abetansurgencies i die
name ol sociabist internationalism’ o why must the
democracies  the target of thas threat be anhibied
trom detending therr own anterests and the cause ot
democracy atseif ™

In view of Reagan™s unwilhingness to aceept the
Soviet Union's Tegitmate anterest e global attaus.
including regional conthiets in the Western Hemisphere.
the prospects tor any meaningtul agreements m this area
are dim Theretore it s untikely that this issue area will
be the tocus ot any summit conference as long as he s
President. Undoubtedly Reagan will ranse the issue i
internattonal forums. i the medra, and in tatare private
tireside chats with Gorbacher

At the same ttme. second-term realism. born of
cconomic necessity and political opportanity . mas per-
mit Reugan to enter into normalized relations with the
USSR hetore any resolution of the major regional prob-
lems. Just us Breshnev did not permit Amernican
involvement in Vietnam to block the SALT negotiations
or American-Soviet trade agreements, it now appears
that Reagan maght be walhing to move ahead with fim
ied agreements on oarms control and Bast West
ceonomic relations. without insisting on a Soviet with-
drawal trom Atghamistan or abandonment ot the San-
dimista regime. Part of Reagan’s newborn realism st
include a waillimgeness to disaggresate the Amciieg
Soviet controntation 1nto manageable 1ssue arcas

Fast Wese rrade. In the West at s generally
assumed that the Soviet Unton needs trade more than

bt
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we doo Technology . consumer products, and gram pro .
ucts are considered by many o be essential to Sovaet
ceonomie development. As o conseyuence. Western
policies have often attempted 1o foree the Soviet Union
into pohiical concessions in exchange for trade. an
approach known as linkage.

The tacts that the USSR iy behind ™™ the West in
technology . consumer goods, and food production. and
that they must improve these sectors in order to st
lute productivity . have been well documented. The rssoe
tor Amernican-Soviet relations, however, s not whethet
the Soviets want or need Western goods, but what
Moscow is wathing o do m order to get theme tu the
pre-Reagan years, trade was emploved as feverage
against the Sovicets in two wavs: ay punishment tor
mvolvement in regionar conthicts. and as anoncentine
tor reform on human rights.

Contrary to the expectations of muny on the lety
and night that Reazan™s anti-Sovietr rhetoric would
surely mantfest iselt in some form of hinkage poticy,
this was pot the case. In fact, Reagan’s views on link
age were ambiguous from the start. At the same tume
thut Reagan declared himselt for hinkage i the {9X0
campaign. he promised Amernican tarmers that he would
litt the gram embargo tmposed by Carter: a promise that
he kept when he took office in 1981, No economie
sanctions were imposed against the USSR and 1ts alhies
during the Polish crisis. and despite the virulence ot the
Reagan attacks against Soviet involvement in Nicaragui
and Grepada, no cconomic sanctions have been threat-
ened (although Nicaragua itself has been the target of un
American embargo of sorts). In this arca at least, nei-
ther Reagan rhetorie nor policy stood 1n the way of nor-
malized cconomic relations. Yeto american-Soviet trade
sank 1o ats lowest modern levels largely because rela-
tions in general were so poor,
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Amencan-Soviet trade during the fiest Reagun
adnnnistration illustrates the important tact that bast-
West trade tends to reflect vather than creare un
atmosphere of cooperation. The theory that hostile
nations are more likely to develop friendlier political
refations it they trade tends to ignore the reality of the
postwar era. The United States has not been inclined to
contribute to the cconomic well-being of the USSR
when levels of tension have been high because there is a
perceived connection between Soviet economic and nul-
wtary power. Only when tensions have been low has the
United States been willing to engage aciively in com-
mercial relations with the Soviet Union,

Furthermore. Moscow has not significantly altered
cither 1ts domestic or toreign policies for the sake of
trade. To the contrary, Washington's attempts at linkayge
have been consistently repudiated by Moscow and have
often backtired te.g.. the Jackson-Vanik amendmeno.
In short, there 1s no evidence that the Soviets can be
threatened or cajoled by trade to adopt policies tavored
by the United States.

To this calculus of East-West cconomic relations.,
the Gorbachev regime has introduced a new element---
technological chauvinism > Gorbachey and his ussoci-
ates reject the contentions that the USSR cannot com-
pete technologically, and that 1t ts permancentiy
dependent on the West, In Gorbachev's view | the USSR
is no more or less dependent on toreign technology than
any other nation. In Scptember 1985, Gorbachey
sxpressed the view that while the USSR would natu-
re.'v not like to torgo those additional advantages that
are provided by reciprocal scientific and technological
cooperation’” with the West. the Soviet Upon would
never become dependent on technology transter,

‘Those selhing the sdea of the USSR allegediy beimng
consumed with thirst tor U.S technology torget who they are

i
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dealing with and wht the Soviet Union is today . Having won
technological indep.ndence after the Revolution, it has long
been enjoving the status of a great scientitic and technological
poser. ...

We speah openly about our dissatistaction with the s
entitic and technological Tevel of this or that tvpe of product.
Yet we are counting on accelerating scientific and technologi-
cal progress not through ““a transter of technology ™ from the
U8 to the U.S S.R.. but through ““transtusions™ of the most
advanced ideas. discoveries and inventions from Soviet sci-
ence to Soviet industry and agriculture. through more offec-
tive use of our own scientific and technological potential.”

This is not simply Soviet braggadocio, a la Stalin.
although there 15 undoubtedly some element of wounded
pride. The shift is neither simply the result of Soviet
concerns about the political costs of Western imports.,
nor of the fear of becoming hostage to Western capitaf-
ism. Rather. Gorbachev's technological chauvinism
derives from two new elements in Soviet thinking.
First. some Soviet cconomists are concluding that tech-
nology itmports tend to retard rather than stimulate
Soviet rescarch and development (R&D). The sectors
that huve relicd most heavily on inaport substitution.
such as the chenical industry. are now the most inefti-
cient and backward because they lack an incentive to
improve domestic R&D or management. In other
words. Western technology may boost short-term out-
put. but intertere with long-term development.

Second. Gorbacheyv's seemingly cavalier attitude
toward Amertcan technology s part of a more protfound
change in Soviet poliey . This shitts the Soviet focus of
attention away trom the United States. and redetines the
traditional Soviet view of the West as an aggregated
unit.

It this argument 1s correct, we can expect the
Soviets to emphasize domestic R&D and become less
dependent on technology transter. They will also proba-
biv direct their trade more toward the capitalist and
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mdustriabizing nations of the Third World, Western
Europe. and Japan, and less toward the United States.
In short. ditterentated trade patterns with the West wre
likely to develop in tandem with echnological chauvi-
nism. thereby leading to an increasing emphasis on
economic benetits tor the Soviet economy and a
decreasing emphasis on the polities of trade.

Huwman rights. The ettect ot this issue on interna-
tional relations has traditionally not been well under-
stvod by Soviet leaders. a situation that cnabled
American leaders to manipulate human rights concerns
to their advantage in the competition tor world opimon.
With the ascendancy of Gorbachev. the Soviet Unton’s
position on human rights has been altered for maximum
media impact.

Whereas Reagan has cenerally finled to use human
rights to promote his nation’s image in the world. Gor-
bachev began early on to take the mitiative in this darea.
Only when confronted with the inevitability of hopeless
sttuations, and the need to regain the initiative on
human rights. did the Reagan administration act by
withdruwing its support for the Duvalier and Marcos
regimes, and moved in carly 1986 toward a majority
rule position on South Atfrica.

M:anwhile. Gorbachev made a number of clever
moves that scored points 1 the Western media at rela-
tively litde cost to the USSR Yelena Bonner. Andrei
Sakharov’s wife. was permitted to go to the West tor
cve and heart treatment: Amencan-Soviet married cou-
ples. separated for vears by Soviet policy. were pernnt-
ted to reunite in the Wests and. most dramatic of all.
Anatoly Shcharansky. the svmbol of human rights and
religious repression in the Soviet Union, was released
from prison and exchanged tor Soviet bloc spies in
Western prisons.
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All these events received extensive press coverage
in the international media. More important. these
human rights cases. which for years had been ammuni-
tion in the American anti-Soviet arsenal. were defused.
These acts do not portend a reversal of human rights
policy in the USSR so much as a recognition by Gor-
bachev that some repression is more trouble than it is
worth when weighed against its etfect on world opimion.
In tact. many observers contend that Gorbachev is 4 dis-
ciplinarian rather than a liberal reformer and that sym-
bolic acts of humanitarianism belie the underlving
repressiveness of the Gorbachev style. From the per-
spective of Soviet toreign policy. Gorbachev is making
1t very ditticult tor his critics to use the issue of human
rights against the USSR, The Soviets lost little and
gained much by releasing Bonner and Shcharansky.
Unique cases such as these will not set precedents. and
Gorbachev's actions are unlikely to create a rising tide
of activism on human rights among the Soviet people.

It 15 very unfikely that human rights will occupy an
important place in American-Soviet relations as long as
Gorbachev is in charge. 1t also suggests that it will be
increasingly difficult tor an American President o
mobilize world public opinion against the Soviet Union
on this issue.

Prospects for American-Soviet Relations

While all of the issue arcas undoubtedly intluence
American-Soviet relations in the near and long term,
one cructal factor has yet to be considered. Specitically.
Soviet history suggests that leadership changes can have
a significant effect on Soviet foreign policy. regardless
of what the United States does. The question is: What
direction will Gorbachev take i American-Soviet rela-
tions”?
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Under Gorbachev. a new approach seems to be
taking shape. Both leadership and policy changes indi-
cate that Gorbachev was moving toward a difterentiated
view of the capitalist world that was a logical extension
of post-Stalinist Soviet foreign policy.

Khrushchev abandoned Stalin’s strict two-camp
approach when he recognized the Third World (zone of
peace). and Brezhnev's ““peace campaign’ recognized
that on some issues American and West Evropean inter-
ests did not always coincide. Gorbachev. picking up on
a theme first introduced by Andropov. carried this proc-
ess one step turther to suggest that it is possible to dit-
terentiate  among capitalists  and  engage in
rapprochement with some and cold war with others.

The Gorbachev approach is one of a ““differenti-
ated’” foreign policy that distinguishes between an anti-
American policy and an anti-Western policy. Jerry
Hough has described this as a ““multipolar™™ as opposed
10 a bipolar strategy.' Such a policy permits the Soviet
Union to normalize relations with West European and
Third World capitalist states while continuing to con-
front the United States.

This s not a break with the Brezhnev approach.
but y:eitner is it merely a continuation of the Brezhnev
Upeace  campaign, which sought to divide the United
States und its allies by demonstrating the USSR's peace-
ful intentions. Gorbachev is appuarently prepared to
make major concessions on key issues to improve rela-
tions with America’s allies. which Brezhnev was
unwilling to do.

First. let us consider how leadership changes in
Gorbachev's first vear of power support the theory that
a new multipronged approach to Western relations s
possible. Admittedly, many of the leaders were old. but
replacements in key positions were more than actu-
arially motivated. The pivotal change was the removal
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of Gromyko as minister of foretgn aftairs in July 1983
and his replacement by the relatively inexperienced
Eduard Shevardnadze. True., Gromyko did not retire.
and he remained on the Politburo and assumed the cere-
monial Soviet presidency. Nevertheless, day-to-day
control of Soviet toreign policy was taken out of his
hands. This signaled a change in the direction of Soviet
foreign policy. Then. Gorbachev’s leading rival tor
power Grigorii Romanov. the overseer of the military-
industrial complex, was summarily dismissed by the
Politburo. He was replaced. first as head of the arms
sector and then in March 1986 on the Politburo, by Gor-
bachev loyalist Lev Zaikov.

In a surprise move at the 27th CPSU Congress,
American Ambassador Anatoliv Dobrynin was made
Party Secretary responsible for overseeing Soviet rela-
tions with nonruling partics and Western nations.,
replacing the long-time head of the CPSU International
Department. Boris Ponomarev. who was retired. A few
days prior to the Congress. the head of the Party’'s
Department for Liaison with Workers™ and Communist
Parties. Konstantin Rusakov, was also retired.

Dobrynin’s transfer to Moscow in charge ot the
party’s foreign policy apparatus has a number of
implications. First. his presence will bridge the tradi-
tional gap between party and government, making the
implementation of any new policy easter. Second. it
puts a leading Soviet expert on American policy at the
center of the new policy-making team who can sately
steer Soviet policy away from its American fixation,
Third. Dobrynin’s replacement. Yuri Dubinin. does not
have the stature of his predecessor; hence. this change is
a signal that American-Soviet relations will not be as
central as they once were from the Soviet perspective.

Other signiticant leadership changes included the
elevation of Aleksandr Yakovlev to the Secretariat.
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Yakoviev. the head of the CPSU Propaganda Depart-
ment, has a reputation as a virulent anti-American. The
appointment of Yuli Kvitstinsky. an arms negotiator in
Geneva. to replace the aged Viadimir Semyonov, as
Soviet ambassador to West Germany in March 1986,
was another smportant change. This was an indicator of
Gorbachev’s intention to revitalize Moscow-Bonn rela-
tions and ease the strains that resulted from earlier
Soviet interference in the rapprochement between the
German Democratic Republic und the Federal Republic
of Germany. Also replaced were the ambassadors to
Spain and Japan. In the summer of 1986, virtually the
entire leadership of the toreign ministry was changed.
completing the removal of the Gromyko team. These
changes set the stage tor a new cast of actors to imple-
ment the reorientation of Soviet foreign policy a la Gor-
bachev.

Actual policy changes toward the West in the first
year or so of Gorbachev’s regime are more ditficult to
identity. Some first signs. however. include Italiun Pre-
mier Craxi’s visit to Moscow in May 1985 and Gor-
bachev’s wvisit to France in October. Foreign minister
Eduard Shevardnadze’s visit to Japan in early January
{986 may be viewed as the opening move in what could
be a long-term strategy to restore political and economic
relations with Japan. and more specifically negotiating
the territorial disputes outstanding since World War 11

Gorbachev also took full advantage of the Ameri-
can bombing raid on Libya to drive the point home in
Europe that American actions can be a direct threat to
West European security. Gorbachev was careful not (o
{end military support to Libya during the raid or to place
Soviet ships in jeopardy so as to avoid the possibility of
a direct controntation with American military forces.

1t is difficult to assess the damage to Gorbachev's
efforts rendered by the Soviet tailure to inform Western
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nations in a timely manner of the disaster at the Cher-
noby!l nuclear reactor. Clearly. however. Soviet
behavior renewed traditional views that the USSR was
not as concerned with the weltare ot its Western neigh-
bors as might have been expected.

There are also indications that Soviet Third World
policy may be shifting away from support for what
Brezhnev called ““revolutionary democracies™ on the
“poncapitalist”” road to development and toward an
emphasis on relations with the more important, but cap-
italist, industrializing nations. such as Indva. " I true.
this would be the extension of a pattern that emerged in
the last vears of the Brezhnev regime. when the major
recipients of Soviet nonmilitary aid were nations such as
Turkey and Morocco. The ditference would be that
Gorbachev will be less hikely to balance this support tor
capitalist nonaligned nations with support tor revolu-
tonary movements.

The problem posed by this shift in Soviet foreign
policy tor the Reagan administration and its successors
is that American foreign policy could unwittingly
contribute to the Soviet eftort to divide the West by iso-
lating the United States from Third World capitatist-ori-
ented nations. Even though Reagan’s efforts to
overthrow the regime in Nicaragua received support in
the US Congress. this policy has virtually no support
among America’s alltes, and s umiversally condemned
by the nonaligned nations of the world. No matter how
bad the Sandmista regime may be. suppore for Reagan’s
pro-Contra policy by other world leaders would in fact
recognize Washington's right to interfere in the internal
aftairs of any nation with which it had a disagreement.
No Third World leader is likely to risk his domestic
support or international stature for such a doctrine.

It Gorbachev takes an arms-length position vis-a-
vis revolutionary democratic movements at the same

ot




Amertcan-Soviet Relanons i1

time that Reagan intensifies his campaign against
“Soviet-backed revolution.”” the gap between the myth
and reality of Soviet behavior may become so wide that
Reagan will find himselt totally 1solated from the world
community while Gorbachev 1s accepted as a muoderate.
even liberal leader.

More important. Soviet concessions to West Ger-
many on relations with East Germany. and to Japan on
the Kurile Islands could drive wedges into the Western
alliance. in particular if Reagan persists in " Stars
Wars™" and appears to be ““dragging his teet” an
response to new Soviet nuclear arms control proposals.

Finally. by removing the Unued States as the cen-
terpiece of Soviet foreign policy. and by redetining
Soviet security and economic necds without direct reter-
ence to the United States. Gorbachev neutralizes the
most powerful leverage that the United States has had
with Moscow: the Soviet feadership's own perception of
the West as an indivisible unit.

It Gorbachev abandons the “unitied imperialist
camp” theory in tavor of a sophisticated. ditferentiated
world view. it will be all the more imperative that Rea-
gan’s rhetoric be transtformed to realism. The real dan-
ger to American security is not the existence of two
nuclear powers with difterent world views. but the pos-
sibility that the two superpowers will act in response to
mistaken perceptions of each other’s intentions.

To illustrate this point. when President Carter
attempted to adopt a foreign policy that was not defined
by the East-West conflict, Breszhnev destroyed any
chance for a new dialogue when he played according to
the old rules and sent Soviet troops into Atghanistan.

The Soviets isolated themselves from the community of

world opinion by this act and probably contributed to
the rising tide of political conservatism in the West.

-
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{t Reugun were to involve American forees directhy
in a regional confhet, use military force ima wady pet
ceived by Amernica’s allies as contrary o their interests
tsuch as in Libya. or insist on unrealistic conditions for
an arms control agreement ut the same time that Gor-
buchev is reorienting Soviet policy away from the tradi-
tional East-West controntation model, the United States
could find itselt isolated. and actyally contribute 104
wave of pro-Soviet sentiment in Europe and the Third
World. Gorbachev has significantly raised the price of
rhetoric and increased the payolt for realism in Ameri-
can foreign policy. It remains 1o be secn whether Reu-
gan understands and is willing to play by the new nles.
which demand a commitment 10 diplomatic engagement
and negotiated settlements based on mutual benefit.
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TERRORISM:
POLITICAL CHALLENGE
AND MILITARY RESPONSE

John F. Guilmartin, Jr.

Let terrorists be wware that when the rules of interna-
tonal behavior are violuted. our policy will be one of
swifl and effective retribugion.
President Ronald Reagan.
27 Junuaiy 1981

E\L\' BEFORE HE ASSUMED OFFICE. Ronald
Wilson Reagan scored what many interpreted as a signal
victory over international terrorism: while inauguration
celebrations were still in progress 52 American hostages
held under the auspices of the Revolutionary Govern-
ment of Tran, it not actually under its control. were
being flown to treedom. Their release came as the result
of negotiations timed so closely with Reagan’s assump-
tion of the Presidency as to leave little doubt of a causal
relationship.
During the campaign that preceded his election.
Reagan roundly criticized his Democratic opponent for

being soft on terrorism. scoring him for his handling of

the Tranian crisis. The basic import of Reagan’s mes-
sage was clear: indecisiveness encouraged international
terrorism: conversely. prompt and decisive military
action, it not a cure-all. was an effective antidote. The
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deciston of the Trann Governmient w release the hos
ttges. while rgnomimioushy dropping the bulk ot s
demands. was wadely percenved as de facto contirma-
tion of the vahdity of this view.

frunian revolutionary authoriies had pernutted
Amenican TV crews frequent, it not fulll access 1o the
streets of Tehran throughout the hostage crnisis: thar
actions suggest they were thoroughly cognizant ot the
power of the American visual news media and that they
used it trequently to communicate therr demands and
intentions to the American people and Government. A
leadership so sensitive to vagaries of American public
opinion could hardly have missed the etfect of Reagan's
campatgn rhetoric on the Amerncan clectorate - -and on
international opinion.

Whatever one’s views of President Carter’s effec-
tuveness as a negotiator, the tactical tatlure ot the
franian rescue attempt was distressingly clear. When
American aircratt. American plans, and Amenican
resolve dissolved in chaos at Desert One duning the
night of 24-25 April 1980, the competence of the US
military establishment was called into quesuon. The
incoming administration would have 1o address the pol-
Icy aspects of countering terrorism--and the mihitary
means of implementing that policy.

The tailure of the hostage rescue focused public
attention on the militury component of a national policy
to counter terrorism. Mounting such a military operation
demands leadership. plunning. intelligence. and imag-
ination. The rest—firepower. numbers of troops and
units. the performance parameters of aircraft and ships.
logistic support. and so on-—can be counted and evalu-
ated statistically. A survey of such operations over the
past decades underlines both the ditticulties and the
potential bencefits of a credible military hostage rescue
capability.

R Sy




Fervoram. Political Challciice and Military Kesponse 1

As Americans voted on 4 November 1980, mepti-
tude 1 thie White House use of military foree in coun
tering terrortsm, as tragically highlighted at Desert One,
was seen by many Reagan supporters as a tailure which
the incoming administration would not repeat. Con-
versely . many Curter supporters believed he had erred
by resorting to torce at all and counterproductive bellr-
COSUY IR Amertca’ s response o errorsm.

The Problem
We have rhctorie on rervorivm, we have policy state
ments. we don’t have strategy
Brian Jenkins,
Rand Corporation

Terrortsm, like war. serves political goals. s man-
ifestations range from the actions of revolutionary
groups and externally sponsored organizations attempt-
ing to overthrow governments to enforce their rule.
“State™ terror by totalitarian governments to stifle
political dissent bevond their boundaries is. trom the
point ot view of US military response. indistinguishable
from nonstate terror. Our focus on the military response
to terrorism dictates criteria of lJocatton rather than
intent—where the act of state terror occurs rather than
the purpose which it was intended to seic

Stiilarly. the use of terror by internal political and
religious groups to achieve their aims s a very real con-
cern to any American Government-- abortion chime
bombings are a case mn point —but for constitutional rea-
sons this is a police ruther than g milititary problem !

Our subject is not terror atselt, but the use of mih-
tary force by the United States to counter terror: the
cmploviment of Amencan armed tforces ina counter-
terrorist rofe overseas.” The problem includes the

planned terrorist action that never occurs: the threat of

s e
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force occupies a part of the spectrum of policy
responses of terrorism. and the intimidating impact of
threatened action is extremely difticult to judge. This
cemains true when the threat succeeds although the ter-
rorist action is aborted. Almost by definition then, the
most successtul applications of nulitary force against
terrorism can never be demonstrated or proved, only
inferred.

Clausewitz spent litde ume analyzing terror, tor
the technology of his day militated against its practice
and terrorism was a minor part of the art of war during

the age in which he wrote. Nevertheless, the paradox of

the mvasibifity of success in the application of military
force against terrorism is a profoundly Clausewitzian
concept. the wrony of which Clausewtiz himself would
have richly appreciated.

Transnational terrorism’s preferred stage is the
world’s public information media. The terrorist judges
success largely by media attention and plans his opera-
tions accordingly. Why not judge him by his own crite-
ria? The terrorist action that fails to rise above a given
level of media atteption has, by ferrorism’s own vard-
stick. failed.

Tracking incidents that exceed a given threshold of

media visibility must himit and distort any analysis. But
such a bias would be present in any event. and at feast
the data will be consistent. The selection of incidents
for analysis was made with reference to a standard
world news index. Facts on File. Any terrorist or coun-
terterronist incident invoiving US armed forces or mili-
tary personnel reported in Facts on File was included in
the core data base. This ensured a relatively consistent
level of detail covered. Facts on File has a slight tend-
ency o give more coverage to events affecting US cit-
izens and interest: the bias is consistent. however, and
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is in line without emphasis on American military forces
and US government policy.

The importance to terrorist organizations of Ameri-
can media reaction as a measure—some would say the
measure—of the success or failure of their operations
further validates the approach.® The froth of English-
language signs which almost invariably caps foreign
street demonstrations supporting the anti-American
actions of terrorist groups verities the importance of
American news to the agitators.

The Threat

Americans don’t seem to be able to grasp the politics
and psychology of terrorism and hostage taking.
—Vice Admira) James Stockdale., US Navy
28 May 198!
Terrorist actions against American citizens and interests
abroad fall into several broad tunctional categories:

Acts against selected individuals. Assassination
and Kidnapping, and the less media prominent blackmail
and other acts of inimidation are common forms of ter-
rorism. Military advisers. observers. and attachés are
particularly targeted. Incidents in this category fre-
quently involve intelligence activities and espionage and
are hence removed from terrorism proper. The involve-
ment of US military 1s almost entirely through the
exposure of military individuals as targets: counter-
measures dre essentially passive and involve such tech-
niques as variations in predictability of travel routes and
daily routines. the use of protective equipment. security
for automobiles. and so on. Because the perpetrator is
normally the agent of a hostile political entity acting in
pursuit of discernible political goals, active and aggres-
sive intelligence and counterintelligence procedures

JUET
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have significant potential for identifying probable tar-
gets and anticipating specific actions. Although this is o
legitimate military responsibility . the ends and means
are not often addressed n the open press. Success or
tatture is ditticult to measure based on examination of
the public record: a decline in incidents is as likely to
represent a change in terrorist strategy as success in the
application of preventive measures,

The assassination of US Navy Captain George
Tsantes. Jr.. Naval Attaché to Greece, on {5 November
19823 is an example of terrorist actions of this tvpe.
Tsantes, shot at close range with a large-caliber pistol.
may have been murdered in tribute to his effectiveness
(he wus fluent in Greek and was apparently highly
effective in his dealings with Greek authorities) or he
may have been killed in a purely symbolic act of anti-
American terror.* The assassination of Lieutenant Com-
mander Albert Schaufelberger in San Salvador on 25
May 1983 bore. at least superficially. the marks of a
terrorist action directed against a particular individual
selected for his military significance. Schaufelberger. a
Navy special warfare officer, was the second ranking
US military adviser to EI Safvador at the time.” The
shooting of US Army Major Arthur D. Nicholson on 24
March 1985 while on an inspection tour of Soviet mili-
tary facilities in East Germany is an example of direct
involvement by hosiile military personnel in terrorist
actions in this category.” Here. a uniformed officer pur-
suing his official duties was shot and killed by a Soviet
soldier. The motivation of the Soviet and East German
authorities in ordering Major Nicholson’s death (if his
shooting was not. as Soviet authorities alleged. acciden-
tal’) may have been to warn other US military observers
1o be less difigent. as a general message of intransigence
to the American government, as a means of ehminating
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a particulurly well-gualified and capable individual. or,
more likely. as a combination ot all of these. The only
defense against acts of this sort i1s preventive anticipa-
tion through active and effective intelligence-gather-
ing—although even that is frequently impossible.

Svmbolic acts against individuals. Terror used
against an individual, symbolizing the United States. 1s
usually employed to bring pressure or discredit on the
Government. The action against the individual 1s a
means to an end rather than an end itself. This is a par-
ticularly ditficult kind of terrorism to anticipate since
the linkage between the victim’s identity and hostile
policy objectives is tenuous. Prominent individuals are
clearly more at risk. but this is usually due o their sym-
bolic importance rather than any functional threat which
they pose to the terrorist orgamization. As with the pre-
vious category. direct involvement of military personnel
except as targets is rare.

The d "ficulties posed by the emplovment of uni-
formed US personnel on toreign soil in the absence of a
state of declared war has generally precluded exercising
military force to secure the release of victims. The mili-
tary response to this category of terrorist actions is
theretore primarily one of individual training and prepa-
ration. more a matter of philosophy than of torce
employment.

The kidnapping of Army Brigadier General James
L. Dozier by ltalian Red Brigades terronsts is an exam-
ple of military involvement in this type of terrorist
action. Dozier’s exemplary conduct in captivity, par-
ticularty in his adherence to the Code of Conduct. mini-
mized the damage to US interests. Swift and cefficient
work of [talian intelligence and counterterrorist agencies
not only secured Dozier's release but wrought consider-
able damage on the Red Brigades and their support
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infrastructure. The Red Brigudes made an carhier,
unsuccessful, attempt on a US Air Force general, only
to have his apartment door slammed in their faces by his
wife. These incidents highlight the importance of imbu-
ing military personnel and their families with the reality
of terrorist actions and the etficacy of common sense in
countering them.

Svmbolic acts against groups. As with symbolic
acts against individuals, the terrorist is only marginally
concerned with the identity of the target group. Terrorist
actions in this category include aircraft hijackings and
the seizure of government buildings to secure hostages.
Here. direct military intervention has a potentially
important role. The terrorist seeks concessions from the
target government by threatening deadly violen e
against his hostages. The use of military and paramili-
tary units to secure their release by forcible means is an
attractive alternative, though ditficult to impiement.

Although good intelligence can reduce vul-
nerability to terrorism of this kind. the disjuncture of
target and objective limits its value. In effect. all Amer-
1can citizens abroad are at risk and the difficulty in iden-
tifying targets in time to take preventive action is
immense. This spectacular Israeli success at Entebbe in
July of 1976 and West German success at Mogadishu in
June of 1977 established a high standard of performance
against which subsequent hostage rescue attempts have
been measured.® Media expectatio:. . of what elite nufi-
tary or paramilitary forces can accomplish place enor-
mous pressures to achieve comparable results on public
officials and the military units involved.

Acts of destruction against specific targets.
Embassy bombings are the most visible terrorist action
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in this category. The close connection between target
and political objectives and the high level of organiza-
tion and force required place a premium on intelligence
etforts to predict attack. Military involvement, though
defensive. is direct: US Marine embassy guards are usu-
allv the tinal line of defense. The success of suicide
truck bombers has highlighted our difficulty in for-
mulating an effective military response to this category
of terrorist threat.

Military Methods and Tactics

The maximum use of foree is in no way incompatible
with the simuftancous use of the imtellect.
—Clausewits

Excluding the use of military personnel in an advisory
capacity within areas of US civil jurisdiction.” military
force and military forces may be used to counter terror-
ism in a number of basic ways.

Ineelligence. Intelligence work is perhaps the most
basic weapon of all. and one which 1s essential to the
etfective employment of other means. A military otficer
actively engaged in counterterrorist planning put it in
these terms: ““The problem is ninety percent intel-
ligence. maybe ninety-seven percent.” " In this connec-
tion, whatever the relationship between military
intelligence resources and those of civilian agencies.
any counterterrorist depioyment or employment ot mili-
tary forces must be supported by a military intelligence
analytical capability and. it possible. a militarily con-
trofled collection capability. The use of intelligence in
support of military operations is a special art, especially
in support of the offensive appfication of counterterror-
1sm.
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The commander of a counterterrorist foree must be
supported by an intelligence staff which understands the
problems confronting him and speaks his language. The
operational intelligence staft must be capable of inter-
preting. in practical military terms. information made
available from a wide vartety of sources. Nor should the
officers and NCOs involved be narrow specialists in tac-
tical intelhgence: they must be sensitive to the intel-
ligence they do nor have. This requires a broad
backgresnd in the psychology and culture of the enemy
and the population in the operational area.

The pertinent sort of intelligence is munpower-
imeensive, and people are expensive. First-class intef-
higence personnel take years to develop, particularly
when knowledge of foreign languages and cultures is
involved.'! The application of military force must be
undergirded by imaginative and exhaustive analysis of
target data: planming for raads must consider anticipated
conditions during ingress. egress. and recovery. and an
assessment of the human element of friendly and enemy
capabilities—all in addition to traditional order of battle
analysis. Such tactors as topography. moon phase and
tidal state. meteorological conditions, and gross
behavioral data such as traffic densities on particular
roads can be vital. Unfortunately. history suggests this
is an easy area in which to cut corners—but the penal-
ties for such corner-cutting can be exceedingly high.!-

Passive countermeasures. Closely linked 1o intel-
ligence are such common-sense precautions as instruct-
ing military personnel not to travel in uniform and the
construction of barricades around embassies and Gov-
ernment buildings. The Code of Conduct has direct
applicability to terror hostage situations.'" and its value
in preconditioning individual response to unexpected
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situations should not be underestimated. The most baste
countermeasure of all is instructing military personnel in
the nature of the terrorist threat and training them in
how to respond: the terrorist works on surprise and there
is value in anything which cnables triendly torces to
anticipate terrorist actions. The traditional focus of our
military forces on conventional conflict. reinforced by
powertul cultural factors. has made us slow 1o respond
in this area.

The Engagement:
An Analytical Overview

If vou stay in the Garden of Flowers, vou will smell
flowers: if vou stay in the Garden of Bombys. vou will
smell fire.
—Abdul Azi7 Muhammad.
Mullah. Kuwait, Shite
July 1985
It is virtually impossible to defend against if the driver
is prepared to commit suicide.
—-Lawrence §. Eagleberger.
Undersecretary of State for
Political Aftuairs
28 Junce 1983
The tollowing is an analysis of the US nulitary engage-
ment with terrorism during the Reagan presidency to
date. It was developed through examination of the pub-
lic record. Inasmuch as the record on which the analysis
ts based is incomplete. it is tentative,

One may be winning the war in the shadows. but—
at least to a freely elected democratic government—that
victory becomes irrelevant if the war in the headlines is
lost. Here, we are dealing explicitly with a war in which
the enemy’s objective 1s headlines. radio broadeast. and
television newscast notice.
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The US engagement with terrorism in Latin
America is of very different character from that in the
Middle East and the reasons are clearly culural. Our
engagements with terrorism in Europe and the Far East
have their own disunciive flavors as well, and the roots
of the ditterences go tar deeper than the etficiency of
European and Asian counterterrorist operations. There
is a world of ditference between a Salvadorean Com-
munist assassination operation and an Islamic Jihad
truck-bomb attack: a similar gult ¢xists between the
collection. analysis. and explottation of intethgence on
the Itahan Red Brigades and on the Popular Front for
the Liberation of Palestine.

The terrorist dictates the battleground and deter-
mines the nature of combat. To assess terrorist vpera-
tions. even on a narrowly techaical. military level
requires trequent reference to pohitical and cultural con-
siderations.

The US military engagements with terrorism fall
into surprisingly clear-cut categories. Besides the con-
test between truck bomber and security countermeasure.
they are

ASSASSINATION AND INDIVIDUAL KIDNAPPINGS.
American military and Government personnel abroad
cannot be hermetically sealed in bombproot vaults and
bulletproof vests. safe against assault. without destroy-
ing their effectiveness.™ The principal military response
is individual training and indoctrination. Here we have
done reasonably well. While the prime responsibility is
in the hands of the military service, not the administra-
tion in power, failure casts blame on the political lead-
ership. and rightly so. No news is good news.

SYMBOLIC BOMBINGS. Whether due to improve-
ments in passive countermeasures at US overseas
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wistallations, the efticiency of counterterrorist agencies.
or lack of hostile interest in this category of action.
“symbolic™ bombings of US military installations have
been a relatively minor problem during the Reagan
admimistration. The problem is much like that posed ba
the first category of terrorist action: indeed on at least
one occasion the two were combined. ! The only real
counter is heightened awareness on the part oi US mii-
tary personnel and improved coordmation with security
agencies in host countries.

SEA MINING AND AERIAL TTACKS  Although we do
not ordinarily associate transnational terrorism with
antishipping mines and air attack. Muammar Qaddafi
and Ruholluh Khomeini clearly do.'* A series of mining
attacks in the Red Sea during the summer of [984 was
attributed to Libya. though the connection was never
proven. Nor was the threat limited to conventional
attack: in the wake ot the Beirut Marine barracks bomb-
ing there were persistent press reports of light aircrafl
purchases by terrorists for suicide attacks. !

Here, also a surprise. we have been remarkably
effective. Threats that suicide attacks by light aircraft
were to be directed against US ships in the Mediterra-
nean followed Navy shelling of shore targets in
Lebanon. The Navy countered the suicide aircraft threat
by deploying **Stinger™” shoulder-held antiaircraft mis-
stles to the Mediterranean and the threat never mate-
rialized.’® A propos the high-performance threat. the
Boeing E-3A Sentry is a remarkable instrument which
we have used with considerable etfect. In February of
1983 and again in March of 1984 E-3As were dis-
patched to assist in the defense of Sudanese airspace
against Libyan-based intruders. Both here. and in deter-
ring attack on Saudi Arabia. they were eftective.!” The
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fact that 1t augments the effectiveness ot triendly air
forces. rather than acting as a direct instrument of US
militury torce. has reduced its media visibihty and mag-
nified its strategic impact. A disembodied and unarmed
aerial plattorm orbiting 30,000 teet overhead s hardiy
credible target tor locul anti-US demonstrators. Our suc-
CENS N COURECTINE LCTTOTISL MININE OPerdtivns Was more
equivocal. but it is noteworthy that such operatior.. have
not recurred at this writing. We are at our best in high-
technology contest, and have done well here.

HUACKINGS. Our concern goes bevond direct ter-
rorist attack on military personnel to encompass all
major hyackings affecting US citizens. The use of mili-
tary torce to secure the release of hostages s an
omnipresent possibility. one which some of the Ameri-
can news media eagerly anticipate and implicitdy
demand. The absence of mihitary action to secure the
release of hostages can be a major political embarrass-
ment. While hjackings and hostage seizures have pre-
sented the Reagan administration with some difficult
challenges. the visibility of military action in this area
has been low. Consequently. the Reagan administration
has sutfered little political damage from hostage-holding
terrorists (the contrast with the Carter administration is
stark). and it is impossible to draw any conclusions
about military capacity. We may have etfectively
encouraged the carly. nonviolent, resolution of one or
more hostage situations through threatened military
action. then again we may not: the public record simply
does not make clear which,

There have. however. been a tew suggestive ghm-
mers: press reports asserted that US Army Delta Foree
operatives provided Venezuclan secunty torces with
information from advanced infrared cameras, which
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enabled them to storm o hijucked Venezuelan airliner on
Curacao awrport on 31 July 1984, Kitling two htjackers
and releasing 79 hostages unharmed .= Senor US Arnn
otficers were said to have accompanied Egyvptian
commandos to Malta prior to their assault on the
hijacked Egyptian airliner on 24 November 1985 and to
have provided ““technical advice. ™!

SUICIDE BOMBINGS. Spectacular success in truck
bombing attacks on US embassies. and particularly on
the Marine Barracks in Beirut, has given transnational
terrorism its greatest victories during the Reapan adnuin-
istration. It is also here that our response is weakest.
Analysis of these attacks suggests that we have consist-
ently misidentified the central issue of providing
security to potential target instatlations as a technical
rather than a human problem. Public debate has focused
on considerations such as the number and placement of
checkpoints, barriers. and barricades. This orientation is
unproductive. The solution ultimately depends on
security personnel who are trained to shoot to kill, who
have the authority to do so and the training and judg-
ment to know when. Tentative conclusions trom anal-
ysis of the 20 September 1984 Beirut Embassy Annex
bombing are particularly instructive in this regard ™
Despite heightened awareness arising trom previous
such attacks. the truck bomber successtully breached all
US security precautions: he was stopped only by the
British Ambassador’s bodyguards—the British
bodyguards trained to shoot to kill, did so without hesi-
tation when the occasion demanded.? Whether or not
we have learned this lesson remains to be seen We can
take only limited comfort from the fact that there have
been no major sujcide bombing successes since the
Beirut Embassy Annex bombing.
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One aspect of this category of terrorist action,
however. offers himited cause tor optimism. In
regarding as commonplace the skills necessary to drive
atruck or car. we Americans focus on the fanatucal ded-
ication required to mount such an attack. overlooking
the considerable technical skill which s also required.
This is an indispensable ingredient of success. as even
perfunctory analysis of the major car bombing attacks
clearly shows. The Marine Barracks and Embassy
Annex attacks displayed ua particularly impressive level
of sophistication 1n planning and skill in execution. The
Embassy Annex attacker displayed a high level of situa-
tional awareness and tactical skill in the manner in
which he passed the final Phalangist checkpoint. His-
tory stuggests that the number of individuals in any
society who possess the dedication and the technical
skills needed to pull oft a successtul suicide bombing
attack is very smail. The initial Japanese kamikaze
attacks in WWII were mounted by experienced tighter
piiots who became frustrated with the lack of success of
the inexperienced bombes crews they were escorting.
These experienced aviators achieved an incredible suc-
cess rate: the first tive kamikaze attackers got at least
tfour hits. These not only hit aircraft carriers (the pre-
terred target) but hit the carriers” aircratt elevators—the
spot calcufated to cripple the carrier’s operation most. -

ATTACKS WHICH DID NOT OCCUR. The categories of
terrorist attack which did not emerge trom the data were
in some ways more noteworthy than those which did
The lack of visible military engagement with North
Korean terrorist squads merits our attention, as does the
surprisingly low level of terrorist engagement with US
interests in the Far East and Africa. Another significant
nonevent was the uneventful course of the 1984 Los
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Angeles Summer Olympic games. Though visible nuli-
tary involvement In counterterronst precautions was
peripheral to the securtty eftort coordinated by the Los
Angeles Police Departinent and the FBLL the high vis-
ibility of the games as 4 potential terrorist target made
the evident success of counterterrorist measures par-
ncularly gratitving. =

SHOW OF FORCE. In 1986 US naval forces engaged
Libyan forces in the Gult of Sidra trankly to punish the
Qaddati regime for its support of terrorism. = In a series
ot actions which produced remarkably one-sided
damage tor the size and power of the forces involved.
US naval forces were engaged by Soviet-suppiied
Libyan SA-5 long-range surtuce-to-air missiles and
patrol boats. The US forces were reported to have sunk
three patrol boats and put in two antiradiation missile
attacks against SA-3S radar installations.

The effectiveness of this type of response remains
to be seen. Certainly. 1t does not vet appear to have had
a signiticant adverse impact on Qaddafi’s populanty in
Libya. Already highly sensitive to assassination threats
before the US show of force. he remains so. Similarly.
the tlexing of military muscle produced unaccustomed
bipartisan congressional support and a surge in public
approval for President Reagan.

GENERAL RETALIATION. The Navy's 4 December
1983 raid on Syrian positions in Lebanon and the New
Jersex's 16-inch guns pounding Syrian positions (or so
it was hoped) in the Shouf Mountains have produced
generally disappointing results. Some commentators
argued. with justification. that these actions were coun-
terproductive. The Reagan administration’s evident
abandonment of this category of response 18 perhaps
significant.
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SPLCTHIC ACES OF RETATIAVHON . I contriast to the
previous category of response. specific US militany
retaliation aguinst pinpointed objectives have been
highly etftective. The briftiantly improvised forcing
down of the Achille Lauro hijackers in Sicify was unde-
niably w high point of Amernica’s military engagement
with transnational terrorism. Not only did 1t produce
almost uniformly positive media reaction, 1t has surely
caused problems of morale and motivation among ter-
rorist cadres. Retaliation by capture ¢f the perpetrator iy
a lunguage universally understood in the Middle East.
and even it Mohammed Abbas Zuida succeeded tn
evading American and ltalian criminal prosecution. his
aura of invulnerability was badly tarnished.”” The tech-
nical skitls and tactical judgment of USS Saratoea’s air

wing and ship’s company (and those of the faceless staff

personnel who conceived and sold the plan) turned
Ronald Reagan’s fury over the murder of a wheelchair-
bound American tourist from impotent seethings to
manifest meting out ot tust punishment.

The down stde of the incident is the image of Ca-
rabinicrt and SEALS. armed to the teeth and on 4 hair
trigger. confronting one another across the Sigonella
airbase ramp while their superiors debated with one
another and their political superiors i1 Washington and
Ramie tssues which might have been dealt with in
advance or delegated downward tor resolution on the
spot. The general impression s that US operationad
planning and airmanship were briffiant. but that political
suavity at the point of contact was (to put it chantably)
facking at the sentor hine officers present.

United States mihitary forces have an impressive
capacity for improvisation i the area of applving con-
ventional forces to unconventional operations. While
the Navy has enjoyed the most dramatic success in this

£ s+
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area. the counterterrorist use of USAF "Sentryv™
AWACS aircraft merits fuvorable comment as well.

HOSTAGE RESCUE RAIDS. Too much should not be
made of our failure to duplicate Entebbe or Mogadishu:
these were fiendishly difticult operations which suc-
ceeded in no small measure because they embaodied tac-
tics which had never been tried betore and hence ook
the terrorists by surprise. = More te the pont would be
some concrete demonstration that we have assumilated
the lessons of the abortive [ranian rescue attempt and
taken measures to prevent recurrence of the command
and leadership problems which led to its fuifure. The
author sees no evidence that we have done so.

Conclusion
We've gor the scalpel. but we're putting it in the hands
of a beur.
—Colonel August G. Jannerone. USAF
US Air Force Member
Department of State Senior Seminar
31 March 1986

Evaluating the success or failure of an American presi-
dential administration in its nuhitary engagement with
terrorism by tracking the high points of the struggle
through news media reports-—by definition themselves
terrorist victories—gives a distorted picture. Much of
the war against terror goes on out of media view: this is
particularly true of success.

In two areas there can be little doubts. First. Rea-
gan takes terrorism seriousty, and that seriousness s
shown by more than words. Under the Reagan admin-
istration. the number of troops dedicated to special
operations, whose roles and missions include counter-
terrorism, has increased from 10,000 o 15.000 and the
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money budgeted for our special operations capability
was increased to $1.2 billion from $1 billion from 1985
to 1986.7 Second, Ronald Reagan and his administra-
tion understand the language of the news media very
well indeed. Whatever success they may have had in the
war of shadows, transnational terrorists have found in
Reagan a formidable opponent in the war ot headlines.
Whatever weaknesses he may have shown in under-
standing the complex roots of terrorist motivations have
been more than compensated for in his confident grasp
of America’s values. aspirations. and hopes and fears.

The record suggests that the Reagan administration
should be given high marks tor recognizing the essential
nature of terrorism, for taking it seriously. and tor being
decisive when mihitary action was taken. Conversely.
this decisiveness has not, in the author’s view. always
been backed by a sound appreciation of the operational
factors involved in the application of force. nor have
our military forces always shown a high level of compe-
tenee in turning it into action.

Our weakness in planning is most apparent where
local political and cultural considerations are a major
factor, as they almost always are, and where we as a
nation do not understand them. as we almost always do
not. The commitment of US Marines in an attempt to
stabilize the tangled politics of Lebanon. exposing them
to terrorist atcack in the process. 1s the most pointed
demonstration of this weakness. However. the Reagan
administration is hardly unique among Presidential
administrations in its difticulties in comprehending the
Middle East and that the problem is at least as much
military as political. When the Marines went into
Beirut., more than one cynical old soldier of the author’s
acquaintance commented that we were putting in just
enough troops to get us into trouble and not enough to
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get us out of 1t. Here we are dealing with a military
advisory responsibility of the most basic kind. In this
context. the points made earlier concerning the pivotal
importance of military intelligence in the struggle
against transnational terrorism strike home with particu-
far force.

Another factor which gives cause for concern is the
lack of any evidence that the inter-service rivalries
which contributed to the Iranian rescue fiasco ot April
1980 have abated. let alone been brought under con-
trol.* There is little doubt that the military units which
compose the cutting edge of our counterterrorist re ding
capability are very sharp. While the author can offer
nothing beyond educated speculation seasoned with a
degree of military expericnce. this comment was par-
ticularly prompted by the Navy's SEAL capability and
USAF special operations deployment assets: the lack of
public visibility of the Army’s Delta Force—if that is in
fact its name—is also an encouraging sign.

But while the individual components of our coun-
terterrorist order of battle apparently have extremety
high standards of competence, how their employment
might be planned. by whom. and according to what cri-
teria remain very much in question. Despite profession-
alism at the raiding team level, the manner of the team’s
deployment is wanting. Evidence that the Army is com-
mitting significant resources in an attempt to duplicate a
long-range air-refuetable helicopter capability—which
the Air Force perfected over a decade and a halt ago—is
cause for alarm. Too many cooks spoil the broth. In
addition. the author doubts whether the Army tully
appreciates the immense planning and logistical dif-
ferences between sustained long-range air refuelable
helicopter operations and the simple use of air refueling
to extend tactical radius of action. !
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The most basic concern. however. is the luck of
compatibility of the US military officer proniotion sys-
tem® with the requirements of special operations in
general and counterterrorist operations in particular.
The transnational tevrorist is a wily opponent and long
tenure is required to develop the requisite skifls to com-
bat him. * Certainly. the terrorist organizations which
conduct attacks on American citizens and property take
tull advuantage ot the hard-won experience of their
operatives and do not routinely rotate them into assign-
ments in—say—pensonnel administration or public
affairs for career broadening. The miliary personnel
system, particularly the officer promotion system, is a
weak link, in this analyst’s view. in our military
response 1o terrorism.

In sum. the Reagan administration’s visible use of
military force to counter terrorism has been reasonably
effective. Problems which appeared early have not
resurfaced. and in some areas we have done well. But
any long-term solution rests on a fundamental reform of
the military instrument. and there is no evidence that the
Reagan administration has seriously considered this.
Clearly. the services themselves have not. Our ability to
conduct a long-range hostage rescue seems little
mmproved over that which prevailed during the Carter
presidency, additional infusions of funds notwithstand-
ing. The problem i1s fundamentally a human one of jead-
ership and training. and until our defense establishment
apprectates and learns to exploit this. we are at risk.

Notes

1. Sce Major Wil R. Farrell, US Air Foree, “Military

Involvement in Domestic Terror Incidents,”” Naval War College

Review. July -August 1981, pp. S3-66. cvpectally pp. 55.56:
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Constitutional and statutory faw severely restricts the use of nulitary
forces in domestic situations. pnincipally through Title 18, Section
1385, of the US Cude. which prohibits the use of the Army and Air
Force as a posse comitatus toree: that is, to aid civil authorities in
enforcing the law. Stemming from 1878 legistation attecting only
the Army. the act was expanded to include the Air Foree in 1956:
though the applicability of posse comitarus to the Navy and Marnne
Corps was a matter of debate. the Sceeretary of the Navy applied the
doctrine by directive in 1974, The degree to which the doctrine
aftects the Coast Guard in time of peace is unclear.

2. I have excluded the use of paramilitary forces by agencies
other than the armed services. 1 have also omitted consideration of
terronst groups advocating national independence for Puerto Rivo
While these groups have embraced the assassination ot US mithtary
personnel as a tactic. their suppression s pnimandy @ pohee and FBI
problem rather than a military one.

3. For an extreme expression ot this viewpoint which unplies
active, if unwiting, media abettance of terronsm. see braest W
Letevre. Revolutionary Terrorism and US Policy (Washington, DC
Ethics and Public Policy Center. 1983y ““The terrorst movement
receives considerable wid trom the Western media. which provide

the visibility that terrorists thrive on. Some terrorist acts . are
timed to get maximum TV coverage via satellite . Regrettably .

the media revel in violence and brutahty and they tend to romanti-
cize the terrorist.”

4. °US Attache Killed in Athens " Washingron Post. 16
November {983, p. |,

5. US Advisor Skain tn Salvador. ™™ Long Diland Newsday, 26
May 1983, p. 6.

6. Fucts on Fie 54, no. 3214 (29 March 1985): 222-3,

7. The Soviet apparatus enjoved constderable success in por-
traying Major Nicholson's actions in i simister Iight ¢for example.
the widespread repetition in US media reports of Soviet statements
which emphasized the facr that he was wearning camoutlage fatigues:
few American papers bothered to note that tiis was the standard duty
uniform) and to obscure the fact that the inspection visit during
which he was shot was guaranteed by Soviet-US agreement. The
retusal of Soviet authoritics on the spot to permit Major Nicholson”s
NCO to give him first aid suggests premeditation as well.

8. For a summary of such actions, Richard Halloran and David
K. Shipler (New York Times) **Terrorism: A War of Shadows.™
Houston Chronicle, 1 December 1985, p. 30
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9. For example. special Forces troopers have been used by the
Nuclear Regulatory Agency to evaluate the security of nuclear power
plants against terrornst attack. according o Matthew 1.0 Wald.
Green Berets Check Nuclear Plants,” New York Times, 12 Sep
tember 1983, p. 1.

10, Personal communication to the author. 14 March 19%6.

H. The provisions of DOPMA | the Detense Ofticer Program
Management Act, as mandated by Congress and interpreted by the
unitormed services, militates against the long-term stability essential
to effectiveness. The insstence of the Army and Air Foree, in par-
ticular. on sclecting officers for promotion on & “best quahitied™
basis combines with “"whole man™ evaluation criteria and the up-or
out system to preclude sustained service 1 a single career field. The
ofticer who insists on remaining in intelhigence runs the serous risk
of finding himselt on the street without retirement benefits atter a
13- to 18 year curer

12. Consmider, for example. one critical detail among the miany
averlooked tn planming the Jranian rescue attempt. The final chin of
events which culminated in disaster was initiated by an unantiipated
low-altitude visibility restriction to night flving. The phenomenon
question was well known to aircrews with operational expericace in
the arca. some of whom were readily accessible to US intelligence

13, The Code of Conduct is a list of six anticles. established by
Presidential order. to be followed by unitormed military personnel in
the event that they become prisaners of war. Onginally developed m
response to the poor behavior of some US prisoners in Chinese cap-
tivity during the Korean contlict. the Code of Conduct was validated
by the experience of our POWs in Vietnam. Despite some probleims
with overly rigid interpretation, the overwhelming majority of our
tormer North Vietnam POWS strongly support the Code of Conduct
and oppose attempts to weaken it

14, For example. Steve Robinson and J. Ross Baughman,
“Under Fire in El Salvador.™ Life 3. no. 6 June 198D, and David
Friend. Embassy on the Front Line of Terror: In Kuwait, US Dip-
lomats Take a Crash Course i Self-Detense.”™ Life 80 no. 13
(December [985): 130-86.

15 In a2 9 August 1985 bomb attack on Rhein-Main Air Force
Base. Germany . access to the installation was gained by means of
documents taken from an Army Sp—4 who was hidnapped and mur
dered. according to Allen Cowan. " Blast Kills 2 at US A Base in
W. Germany " Dallas Morning News. 9 August 1985, p. ¢
William Drozdiak, " Car Bombings, Slaving Tied.”” Washingron
Post. 14 August 1985 p. 17,
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V0. Dacts on Fale 43, no. 2280 (27 July 19841 5420 no. 2281
(3 August 1984): 56k no. 2273 (8 June 1984): 302,

E7. " Terrorists Said to Get Awreraft to Hit Murines.”” Balimore
Sun. 21 January 1984: there were reports of highly mancaverable
Grumman F- 33 trainers being “obtained by groups 1 Lebanon. ™

13, Michael Getler. "US. Moves to Avert Kamithaze An
Attacks.”” Washingron Post, 21 January 1984, p. |

19. Facts on File 43, no. 2262 (23 March (984 197,

200 Facts on File 44, no. 2281 (3 August 1vd4): 3600 Mles
Latham. “*Cameras Doom SKy Piraes.” New York Post. 4 August
1984, 3.

21, The same reports said that the services ot Defta Foree were
offered but refused. Facrs on File 45, no. 2339 (29 November
1985): 881-2: Loren Jenkins. “"US Officers Gave Support in Raid
on Jer.”" Washington Post. 25 November 1985, p. 1.

22, An explosive-taden Chevrolet " Blazer'™ station wagon nas -
wated conerete barriers and small arms fire betore detonating m
tront of the US Embassy Anncex in the Beirut suburb of Aukar at
P14 hours. 20 Scptember 1984, leaving a 15-toot crater. The vield
of the bomb was estimated at 400 pounds of TNT cquinalent.
Damage 1o the building was heavy and carly estmates of u death tolf
of cight, including the driver of the vehicle, were later raised to 23,
US Ambassador Reginald Bartholomew and Brinsh Ambassador
Duvid Meirs. who was vistting when the attack occurred, were
shehtly wounded: see Facts on File 434, no. 2288 (21 September
1984): 685-6: Robert Fisk. *723 Killed in Beirut Blast.”” London
Times, 21 September 1984,

Using fabse Duteh diplomatic plates. the vehicle passed guards
at a Phalangist checkpoint near the annex by a ruse betore negotiat-
e concrete barricades on the access road: see "US Berrut Embiassy
Bombed.™ Philadelphia Inguirer. 21 September 1984, po 1. Barly
reports that the driver had exchanged fire with guards were later dis-
counted: however. the Phalangists began shooting and alerted
security forces nearer the annex. who also opened tire. The Bntish
Ambassador’s badyguurds. posted at the tront of the building.
engaged the vehicle with submachinegun fire and were credited by
most observers with shooting the tires out and probably killmg the
driver: see Charles P. Wallace, “"Path of Suicide Bomber Preced
Together in Bewut.”™ Los Angeles Times. 22 September 1984, p. 1

The vehicle swerved into a parked car and detonated short ot the
building. The Embassy Sccurity Chief rushed out the tront of the
building on hearing gunfire and was blown 20 yards into the snack
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bar. though not fatally injured. Had the driver succeeded in reaching
his apparent target. the underground parhing garage beneath the
Annex. the bomb would almost surely have collapsed the building.
causing far more casualtics.

23, Though we cunnot be certain who shot out the truck’s tires
and killed the driver, it 1~ unlikely that cither would have happened
had the British ambussadonal body guards not been present and-- a
more subtle but equally important pomt—oposted at the point of max-
imum danger.

24, At the Battle of Levie Gult in fate October 1945 There 18
evidence that the fitth attacher hit a camier previously struck by one
of the other tour.

25 In 1984, several weeks betore the 23rd Summer Games
were scheduled o begin, on 10 and 11 July the governments of Mu-
taysias Singapore. St Lanka, South Korea, Zimbabw e, and China
achnow fedged the recept of death threats to their Oly mpie athletes
The threats were contained i letters nanled trom Virgimia. purport
ing to be the work of the Ku Klux Klan. On the Tith, State Depart-
ment Spokesman Alan Romberg pointed out pecohanties mn the
svitax and grammar of the threat letters which indicated that these
authors were not native knghsh speakers: the letters bore, he said.
“ull the wadimuias of o disinformanon campingn.” The Washimgron
Porv reported that the Department of Detense had spent 338 nillion
on securtty for the games. mcluding the loan of 77 hehivopters tor
sunveillunce and medical evacuation: see Facts on File 43, no. 2283
(17 August 19833, The games opened as scheduled on 29 July and
closed uneventfully on 12 August. The closest thing o a terrrist
incident reported durning the games mvolved a Los Angeles Police
Department officer who contessed to planiing a bomb on a bus o
that he could take credit tor disarming it and be 4 hero™ 2 see Fucts
on File 34, no. 2283 117 August 1984).

26, William L. Chaze. 7O K. Muammar, Your Move " S
News and World Report. T Apnif {986, pp. 22 25,

27, In the carly morping hours of 10 October 1985, Bgvptian
president Hosnt Mubarak announced that the Palestiman hijackers ot
the lalian cruise ship Achulle Lauro, who had murdered US crtizen
Leon Khinghoter. and then surrendered W Egyptian authorities, had
departed Egypt. In reality. the tour gunmen. joined by Mohanmimed
Abbas Zaida. later adentitied by US intelligence as their operational
commander, were still in Egypt. They had been provided with an
Egypt Boeing 737 at Al Maza airticld northeast of Cairo with plans
tor an carly evening departure. American intelligence became aware
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of this situation and plans were initiated. apparently within the
National Sccurity Council, to intercept the aireratt and toree it down
at a tocation where the hijackers could be taken into US custods

When the Egyptian arrhiner took ot tiled 1or Algiers, US
forces acyuired the aircratt on radar and mamntained track. in the
meantime. US diplomatic imtiatives were underway with Tunisian
and Greek authorities to deny the aircratt landing nights. At 2330
hours a US navy carrier-based E-3A “Hawkeve™ radar warmme and
survetllance aireratt directed an intereept off Crete by a formation of
F 14 Tomeat fighters trom USS Suararoga. According to subsequent
press reports, an accompanying Navy EA-6B clectrome wartare ar
cratt successtully ammed attempts by the Eeyptian theht crew
radio Egvptian authonties. leaving the Egyptian captain with no
alternative but to follow orders trom the US fighters and land at the
joint US Ttalian NATO arbase at Sigonella. Sicily The bgvptian
atrcraft was closely tollowed on lunding by two US C- 141 bearmng.
according to press reports, SEAL Team Six. To preserve secunity.
Ttalian officials were not intormed of *he plan untl the Egvptian ai-
liner and s escort were 1 Itadian airspace. A short. uneasy. standott
between SEALS und carabinieri took place on the ground at
Sigonefla while ftalian and American authonties debated guestions
of national sovercignty and jurisdiction. American authorities
viclded custody of the Palestinians to the Italian Government on the
understanding that the hijackers would be tned for murder: see John
Waleott. "Getting Even: How Amenca ihid 7 Newsweck, 21
October 1985, pp. 20 21 George Rusself. “The US Sends a Moes-
sage.”” Time. 21 October 1985, pp. 22--29,

28, For a concise overview . see Halloran and Shipler. ~Terror
isme A War of Shadows.™

29, Kelter, ~Conthetin Pentagon™™: this, of course. 18 based on
publicly released tigures

30, By all accounts mnter-service squabbling over whose piots
would f1y the RH-53 helicopters used in the attempt and the ulumate
selection of Maric pilots without experience in long-range opera-
tons plaved a magor role i the talure: so did the shockingly appar
ent ignorance of the basic tacts of air transport operations ot the
Army commander ot the rmding force. Colonel Charles Beckwith
In published accounts Beckwith expressed surprise at being required
to determine the weight of fis raiding force and its equipment: see
George Christian. " Beckwith and the fran Raid.”” Howston Chroni-
cle. 27 November 1983, pp. 18, 20,
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2 A personal opimion bused on eaperience in tong-range au
refuching helicopter operations encompissing operations planniny.
logistic planning. and cxecution

32t would be incorrect to say the asstgnment and promotion
system T Fhe two are ettfectively inseparable . Othicer assignments in
today " armed torees are all too trequently made simiply oy aoneces
sary means of quabityimg the individual tor motion Lo assien an
officer agamst a bitlet simply because 1t s an important job and the
applicant is well quahiticd for 1t~ all too often simply another way

of saving that the job 1s nonpromotable

33 Wiale prepaning the final drate ot this articic the authar
learned that g qunior former mubitary colleague. a US Aar Foree cap
tain, had been passed over tor promotion to major tor the sevond
nme and would be out of the Service by October of 1986 after over
12 vears service The mdividual in question s the HC 130 standard
zation evaluation pHot of a Rescue Wing. The implicit presumption
that + wing commander would tormally designate as his most highhy
gualiticd pilot in g primary umt weapons ssstem an indnidual who
was not deemed of sutficiently high quahty to retain i Service s
breathtahing. This situation s pot unique.

340 This s ot a particularly new or novel observations see
Major General Edward Go Lansdale. US Au Foree (Ret. “The
Oppostte Number.” Aw Univervn Review 23 poo 5 (July August
1972y 21-32.




THE BURDEN OF

GLOBAL DEFENSE:
SECURITY ASSISTANCE
POLICIES OF THE

REAGAN ADMINISTRATION

Rov A. Werner

TH&; ROLE OF SECURITY ASSISTANCE 1n
national security policy is g function of an administra-
tion’s objectives and recipient states” demand tor
weapons and other forms of military assistance. Opera-
tionally. such assistance is usually provided directly.
from suppliers to recipient: this bilzteral relationship s
the primary mechanism through which we atempt to
influence™ other states. But the conditions under
which a supplier or a recipient gains influence over the
other state are uncertain. The mode of transfer-—gift,
subsidized credit. or cash—is obviously important in
terms of the amount ot influence achieved. Other com-
petitive variables include alternative suppliers. threat
perceptions, political elites. and objectives.

Any analysis. theretore. must include the interac-
tion between supplier and recipient states. the ambiguity
of both “*commitments’” and ““intfluence.”” and the
effect upon actual military capabilities. The greatest
uncertainty is determiming the likely consequences of
providing, or refusing to provide. such assistance.
Hence. there can be no distinct ““security assistance
policy’": instead, there are many bilateral and regional
policies. At best, then. hypotheses regarding security
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assistance policies have a limited empiricul base: more
detinitive case history comparisons than are avatluble
today are required tor a theoretically vahid model of the
process.

Although generalizations about security assistance
policies are difficult given the finutations of aggregate
data to illuminate specific case histories, some entitnge
conclusions may be drawn from tracking the budget
flows, the declaratory poiwy vi an administration, sup-
plier-recipient interactions. and the evolution of security
assistance as an instrumentality of US toreign policy .
This essay reviews the record of the Reagan and Carter
administrations and defines how secnrity assistance
fexcluding commercial sales or covert assistance) is utl
lized by the United States.

Policy-makers believe that security dassistance is an
essential foreign policy tool. Arms mid helps assure
access, a necessary but wsufficient precondition o
achieving influence. As Licutenant General Philip €
Gast, Director of the Defense Security Assistance
Agency (DSAA). has noted.

The last four years have demonstrated how vital security
assistance is in the shaping of our foreign policy. the resolu-

tion and containment of conflicts, und the improvement ot

our relations with a large number of nations around the
world.!

President Reagan expressed his belief in the
importance of security assistance when he signed for-
eign-aid legislation in 1985:

At a time of defense reductions, we must pay particular atten
tion to our most compelling international security necds.”

Armaments, fike ideology. follow ruther than pre-
cede political contlicts and their supply may termiunate
or lessen as relations change. This is evident in the case
of the superpowers: witness the Soviet Union’s

o aa.
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ditficulties with Egypt. Indonesia, and Somalia: or US
fatlures m Iran and South Vietnam, The underlyving ten-
stons thus predate the shipment of armaments. but such
shipments may exacerbate or dampen these tensions.
The essential policy question is whether influence can

be acquired or increased through arms transfers. and. of
s0, can this influence contribute to the achievement of

American objectives by such transfers? A review of past
transters suggests several objectives: maximeze ntlu-
ence with recipients: arm friends and allies against the
Soviets or their proxies; deter aggression: mimnmze
arms shipped and channe! transfers into less ““provoca-
tive”” items: improve US power projection capabilitics
and theater commonality: enhance stability: intisence
domestic constituencies: and lessen the incentive 1o
acquire nuclear weapons. Obviously security assistance
may serve several of these objectives simultancousty .

Reagan Policies

The Reagan administration took oftfice committed to
Increasing securty assistance funds. It rejected the Car-
ter administration’s characterization of arms transters
“as an exceptional foreign policy implement™ and
instead emphasized the role of arms transfers as ““an
essential element of global defense posture and an indis-
pensable component of foreign policy.”” Relatively
quickly it rescinded the so-called “leprosy letter™
which torbade embuassy assistance to American sales
representatives overseas. Consistent with this change in
policy. annual dollar values in security assistance have
increased sharply: Mihitary Assistance Programs (MAP)
and International Mihtary Education and Training Pro-
grams (IMET) grant components grew from $306. 3 nul-
Hon tor 63 nations in fiscal year 1982 to $861.2 midlion

e ——
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tor nearly 90 nations m tiscal vear 1985 4 196-pereent
mcrease. Between 98T and 19850 the three priman
military atd programs. Forergn Military Sales (BMS),
MAP. and IMET averaged a 20-percent annual
Increase.

In response to the TIS3 Cuarlucar Commission
report, Congress in tiscal year TURS shitted trom a loun
sldrantee program (that was ott-budeet and contusing)
to one otfering both concessional credits at reduced
rates and market rate credits, Clearty o the Reagan
admunistration percetved arms transters as an under-
vidued tool ot diplomacy that it mtended to utilize tully.
It 15 important to note. however. that the Reagan team
has not returned to the laisses taire policies of the
Nivon-Ford administrations. Rather. the current policies
are a pragmatic and perhaps inevitably ad fioc approach
seemingly guided by un ideological viewpoint that ulso
expresses concern with such broader policy goals as
cconomic development.

The cornerstone of the Reagan approach as the
Prestdent’s directive of 8 July 1981, which states that,
Capplied qudiciously.T arms transiers can deter aggres-
ston, demonstrate US commitment, toster stability . and
enhance US torees operational and production eftective-
ness.© This document dictaces a case-by-case approach
to approving arms shipments. These considerations
include the nature of the military threat to the recimient
state. the receiving state’s participation i collective
seeurity arrangements, posstble etfect on US allies that
may be hostile to one another. the absorptive capability

ot the nation (both nulitarily wnd financially), and. ot

course. US security interests These factors are appro-
priate: given the shitting sands ot international politics,
arms transfers may occur more as 4 matter ol oppor-
ity than as a tunction of a tong-term strategic design.

o
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‘The change in security assistance policy was clearly
signiled by F-16 aireraft deliveries to Pakistan. South
Kotea. and Venezuela. These deliveries of the United
States Air Foree's inventory fighter atrcraft to those allies
1s the most dramatic early ditference between the Carter
and Reagan administrations and. one surmises, was
designed to underscore the shift in policy.

Earlier. the Carter administration was troubled both
by the growing technological sophistication of arms
exported and by the increasing aggregate volume of the
arms trade. 1t theretore turned to assessing regional mil-
itary bulances as a significant factor in policy decisions.
The official responsible for directing arms trunster pol-
tcies, Lucy Benson. argued that the desirability of pre-
venting the introduction ot sophisticated weapons nto a
region justitied the rejection of advanced aircraft trans-
ters to Pakistan (and by implication to South Korea).* A
more complete assessment would note that Pakistan
believes aertal power s essentiar o counter India’s
manpower advantage. Regional stability may sometimes
be enhanced by providing technologically advanced
weaponry and. in this case, by rejecting the Pakistan
request. the United States was openly confirming a tilt
towards India on the subcontinent.

Having changed priorities on advanced aircratt. the
Reagan administration soon thereafter sought removal
of the ban on arms sales to Argentina and Chile and
won approval for AWACS (Airborne Warning and Con-
trol System) sales 1o Saudi Arabia. Approval or rejec-
ton of an armaments reguest by another nation will
continue to be perceived as an important indicator of the
bilateral relationship. This “fact” retlects the relative
lack of other visible policy toals.

Beyond the obvious political indications, arms
transfers have important secondary eftects. Increas-
ingly. coproduction and countertrade are important

Tt
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aspects of arms transfers simply because they can help
generate additional employment and may enable recip-
ients to acquire technology. In an era when economie
benetits ure among the most tangible of political assets.
toreign leaders carefully evaluate mulitary sales. The
new chite in many emerging nations are business leaders
and echnocrats: thus industrial modernization and trade
are significant in any ““deal.” Finatly. in those societies
where the military hold important governmental posi-
tions. arms transfers may define the status of the bilat-
eral relationship.

Beneath the rhetornie, there s more continuity in
American security assistance than many suspect. This is
evident in the refusal of successive administrations to
export nuclear. chemical. and strategic delivery sys-
tems. Further. only the closest of allies have received
advanced aircraft. Indeed. this continuity is evident in
the behavior of the Carter administration. which quietly
moved away from its original policy statements. The
tormer assistant director of the Arms Control and Disar-
manment Agency during the Cuarter administration
acknowledges that ““the implementation was never as
pure as the rhetoric.”™® Few now recall that within a
month of Carter’s Presidential Directive 13 policy dec-
laration. aircraft were sold to Saudi Arabia. Interna-
tional political reality and domestic factors quickly
mntervened to produce case-by-case” policy outcomes
that were at variance with the 19 May 1977 presidential
statement. In reality. the policy of arms restraint col-
lided with growing global market demand tor increased
armaments. To retain access and influence. actual
policies were changed. Thus. both administrations share

the conviction that arms transfers are an essential ol of

US policy. focus on the perceived benetits more than

R
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the dangers. and view the global scene in broad East-
West controntational terms (which admittedly became
harsher atter the USSR invasion of Afghanistany,

The Reagun administration difterences are largely
philosophical. 1t s therefore necessary to outline the
Carter administration’s policies in order to understand
the evolution of Reagan’s policies. Initially. some mem-
bers of the Carter team considered the arms trade mor-
ally corrupt. threatening to both domestic and regional
stability. The Reagan team. on the other hand. views a
country’s desires to arm as symptoms of its political
insecurity and behieves that arms can help to deter and
to stabilize. As then Under Seoretary tor Security
Assistance James L. Buckley told Congress. "Weik-
ness attracts the predator.” ™ As a result. under Reagan.
several Carter restrictions ended. vielding the annual
ceiling tor arms exports. avoidance of being the first
supplier of advanced armaments into a region. restric-
tions on advanced weapons solely tor export.” 4 him-
itation on recipients” coproduction opportunitics. denial
of requests for third-country transfers. and the so-called
“leprosy letter”” prohibiting assistance to American
manufacturers.

The Carter administration’s Presidential Directive
13 specitied that controls could be waived only through
a presidential exception or where the President deter-
mined the transfer was essential to “"maintain a regional
balance.”” Although these exceptions echo the justitica-
tions often cited for arms transters, tew individuals
apparently were prepared to argue the merits of such
polictes with the chief executive. Difficulties with the
annual ceiling approach arose quickly. including
exemptions tor NATO. Japan, and ANZUS nations.,
commercial direct sales. and exclusion of military con-
struction, traming, and other ““non-lethal services.™™
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In reality, arms sales increased during the Carter
years. Anyone monitoring the congressional notitications
and DSAA could discern these increases. This occurred
despite the fact that the Carter team’s refusal 1o sell
advanced weaponry led to rejected sales and third-country
transfer requests, especially the Wild Weasel electronic
system proposed for lran. F-16 fighter aircraft sales to
several pations, and the halting of Sweden’s sule w India
of Viggen atrcraft (eventually India bought Jaguars from
the United Kingdom). Obviously such retusals had a
negative economic etfect for the companies that produce
these weapons systems and for the localities concerned.
Perhaps more important, these examples illustrate the
problems of rejecting friends’ requests and maintaining
influence with foreign governments.

Actual case histories, such as the Rand assessment of
lost Latin American markets in the 1960s are not always
available when policy-makers must decide ™ Hence, as in
SO many security assistance issues, case-by-case judgment
is necessary. The ban on coproduction was equally unen-
torceable given recipient-country desires. Like the denial
of advanced technology, both himitations require detini-
tions and rule application. thus permitting the administra-
tion relative freedom. Exceptions were readily granted.
such as the Republic of Korea F-5E coproduction or Indo-
nesia’s production of the M-16 rifle. Striking a balance
between national interests. economic gains or losses, polt-
ical ties, regional interactions, and the availability of other
supphiers ensures that such decisions are inherently contro-
verstal. The only inescapable tact is the reality of the
global arms market. Carter policies. which neglected this
aspect of policy. as deseribed by one official. **substituted
theology for a healthy sense of self-preservation.”™

There are, of course, dangers involved in the trans-
fer of armaments. The potential loss of sensitive
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technology 1s disturbing. as the classified heanngs deal-
ing with the F-14 and the lranian revolution have
demonstrated. Likewise. a ripple etfect may spur acqui-
sitions by hostile neighbors. as demonstrated by the
Indian-Pakistan arms competition. Some within the
Department of Detense worry about the drain on active
US inventories. Others worry about unwise transfers,
and heightened expectations by buyers. But recent
trends—Iewer peirodollars, stagnant or decliming com-
modities prices. tightening credit judgments, slower ex-
port growth. and domestc priorities—make such fears
less marked today. {n constant 1982 dollars. global
deliveries peaked at $38.5 billion in 1982, declining to
$35.1 billion in 1983, and to $32.4 biltion in 1984, In
tact. the United States market share of global arms
transfers has declined trom 38 percent in 1976 to 22
percent in 1984, retlecting the growth of the less tradi-
tional arms suppliers, the etfect of foreign exchange
rates on weapons prices. and declining economic
resources among potential buyers. These factors help to
explain the elasticity of demand tor weapons. National
economic conditions are probably the most signiticant
single vanable in a nation’s decision to acquire foreign
armaments. Indeed. one can graph a cyclical refation-
ship in arms imports. industrial development. and
national economic patterns.

Security assistance decisions also frequently raise
human rights issues. Congress is the focal point for such
concerns. where such interests enjoy access and can
casily mobilize support tor denial of transfers or restric-
tions on use of equipment items. The human nights issue
1s especially noticeable when military or police forces
utilize US equipment during times of alleged wide-
spread violations, such as in El Salvador. The most fun-
damental problem. the crux of the argument about

.
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effect. 1s the ditficulty of controlling use by a recipient
state. Even Israel. a staunch friend and the recipient of
more security assistance than any other state. regularly
encounters these problems.

Budget Flows and Regional Priorities

Prior to the Reagan administration. administration of
security assistance programs was based on a regional
tormat with & country focus. Secretary of Detense Caspar
W. Weinberger argues that ““this obscured the strategic
goals we have been pursuing and substituted artiticial
global groupings for policy-bused objectives.” ™ Thus.
starting with tiscal vear (FY) 1983, the Reagan team pre-
sented a functional strategic overview,

The overriding priority of the Reagan administra-
tion is peace in the Middle East. Indeed. between 1973
and 1983, according to World Military Expenditures
and Arms Transfers. 1985, 40 percent of the world's
arms imports went to six Arab nations. a compelling
example of the hinkages between economics, security.
and arms exports. In terms of US security assistance.
Israel and Egypt stand alone as the top recipients. The
unique status of Israel and Egypt is confirmed by the
“forgiveness™ of their FMS loans. The next priority is
the southern tier of NATO and the Persian Gulf. speciti-
cally Turkey. Greece. and Pakistan. The Reagan admin-
istration’s FY 1987 security assistance budget proposes
$5.3 billion to the Middle East. and $2.8 billion to
Spain. Portugal. Greece, and Turkey. These two cate-
gories represent approximately 75 percent of all tunds
sought. The Sudan, Oman. Djibouti. Morocco. and
Somaha are presented as essential supporting elements,
making available a range of facilities to enhance the
mobility and strategic reach of U.S. forces.” according
to Undersecretary of State William Schneider, Jr.. testi-
fying before the House Appropriations Subcomnuttee
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on 6 March 1986. Northeast Asia and Central America
are the next major focal points. especially South Korea
and El Salvador.

Table 1 depicts the regional priorities under Presi-
dent Reagun until the recent chunge to tunctional divi-
sions. It shows the preceding history since World War
I1. and identifies the principal national recipients during
each phase. In effect. it chronicles the historical
emphasis of American foreign policy . !

Table 1
Security Assistance; Regional Totals (Final FY dollars in
millions, 1950-1984)

1950198/ [982 fUs2 TUNS

AMERICAN

REPUBLICS SEO0YY 86222 S493 40 S350 3
(Brazil) 264 6 0.0 0o 00
tEl Salvadon 193 0 22040 183 S

AFRICA 4229 4509 403 4 4861
(Zaree) 1230 105 1.5 1530
(Sudam 20000 125 2 1630

EAST ASIA 284N 4007 4140 4901
(ROK) (3748 1660 1856 2300

EUROPE &

CANADA 220 1.2320 13020 JLu25 8
EY ugostav i FLARK.O oo 0.0 00
{Turkey s 70000 Hx3 ) RS3 S

NEAR BEAST.

SOUTH ASIA 17.424.0 4.262.0 4,434 7 4.3282
tfsrach [3.504 .0 2.206.0 17350 26100

Data include BMS sales. Credit guarantees, MAP, and Economie
Support Funds (ESEL IMET data ere excluded.

Source: DOD Congressional Presentation Documents. (FMS direct

and guaranty only tor 19501981

.
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The switch to functional organization has not
resulted in any significant change in US priontnes. In
fiscal year 1983, 87 pereent of FMS guarantee funds
was allocated to seven nations: Egypt. Greece. Israel,
South Korea, Pakistan, Spain. and Turkev. The same
year, 77 percent of Economic Support Funds were
directed at six countries: kEeypt. EI Salvador. Isracl,
Pakistan, Sudan. and Turkey. Likewise. nearly 80 per-
cent of the FMS direct-credit tunds went to Egyvpte
Istael, Portugal. Sudan, and Turkey. The triple-crown
winners: Egypt. Israel. and Turkey. The prize: the Mid-
dle East. The goal: containment and continuing access
to the region and 1ty oil resources. The question: aside
trom partially assisting in stabilizing Egyvpt. how can
seeurity assistance aftect the Arab nations that mayv be
most threatened by possible domestic turmoil”? Isnt
such internal uphcaval a more likely danger than overnt
Soviet ivasion”? The apparent answer is a military one:
preposttioning supplies. retaining access to possible
bases, and having a saging arca within the region. The
issue is whether the imprecise and uncertain benetits of
security assistance warrant its costs. On balance. suc-
cessive Amertcan administrations have judged that
answer 1o be affirmative. But questions linger.

Policy Questions
As the current controversy over Central America indi-
cates. the relationship between US arms transters
tecovert or overt) and US security interests is endlessly
debatable. Only in those circumstances where tradi-
tional atlies -- NATO and Japuan—acquire security assis-
tance 1s controversy muted.

Both stdes make assertions about the effects of
security assistance, especially weapons agreements and
deliveries. that are impossible to verify., A tluid
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international system does not allow decisionmakers the
luxury of indecision. Yet. fonger term US security inter-
ests are divergent, inconsistent, and contingent. For
example. what level and sophistication ot armanmients
represent @ US commitment? And since policy is otten
made on a short-term basis, the trade-ofts focus on the
immediate costs and benefits. To what extent does the
“hilateral focus™ become a self-fultilling mechanism,
obscuring possible regional or global interactions and
thereby creating near-term policy dilemmas? Are
regional guidelines possible for certiun weapons tech-
nology transters, given today’s market compention?
Perhaps the only point of agreement i1s that we should
not arm our enemies—assuming we can identity poten-
fial enemies.

Arms markets are. of course. econonically signiti-
cant in the United States. Manufucturers cluster in
major urban areas. and particular cities are therctore
affected by actual shipments to toreign nations. States
receive important economic benefits and tax revenues.
And. in aggregate, the country benefits from an
cconomic perspective. An unanswered question is the
extent to which recipients acquire knowledge which w
some future date may cnable them to enter the market
and compete against US tirms. The only defense against
this possibility is to mantmn. across the board. an edge
in technology, guahity. and cost leadership. We can
debate the economic losses that might occur from o
downturn in security assistance: what is irrefutable is
that the short-term cconomic advantages ot such sales
often obscure the costs involved. Studies purporting 1o
show transition benetits to an altered economy often
ncglect the costs of addressing structurad problems in
converting industry and workers (e.g.. steel. shoe. and
textile industries). In many cases. then. overall
ceonomic gains are iusionary.

oo
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On a more hopetul note. the negative precedents of
the mulilateral conventional arms restraint from the
Brussels Act of 1890 to the Carter initiative of the
late-1970s Conventional Arms Transter Tulks should
not discourage renewed efforts 1o reduce assistance
Despite the tact that defense spending may help spur
economic growth. reduced defense spending may be
even more beneficial. It may be that the Reagan admin-
istration’s perception of eroded strength . so strong that
it is over-fooking vpportunities to reduce assistance. In
1984 1otal sales of weapons 1o lesser developed coun-
tries (LDCs) by LDCs (586 billiony exceeded sales to
LDCs by the USSR ($8.5 billion). Western Burepe
($7.9 billion). and the United States (56,4 billion)
according to calculations of the Congressionad Research
Service. With both US and USSR deliveries dechining
(in absolute terms). this s an opportunity to tind some
common ground.* I no attermipts are made. the rising
ranks of new suppliers, some 30 nations, may preclude
any future attempts.

Eftorts to limit sales must be multinational. other-
wise individual suppiiters are happy to sell to a state
atter denial by another state. The classic example of
loss of market share is Latin America in the late 1960,
where unilateral US restraints on military aireraft sales
shifted the market to the French. Indeed. if we treat
army exports as part of a global market. the issue of
internationally agreed-upon constraint is most unfikely .
given potential economice gairs. That is the core prob-
lem which reformers have yvet to solve.

A common misconception. heard in every adinin-
istration. iy that ““too much™ s being shipped o one or
another country X, Statistical tlows are meamngtul to
show patterns but reveal hittle of the pational security
calculus that ought to go iato such decisions. The




The Burden of Global Detense 157

purchasing state. not the supplier. must weigh these
composite varigbles: mihtary threat, economic costs.
absorbability. drain on human resources. and the effects
on bilateral and regional refations. It 1s possible that
small shipment of M 16 ritles may be as destabilizing
as two squadrons of advanced aireraft—depending upon
the circumstances and the ratio of power. In ettect. the
recipient must make an assessment about military
capabilities. then relate that o national itentions. The
supplier. in turn, must weigh s national security nter-
ests in the recipient state, the economic costs at home,
and the regional balunce. and reach its own conclustons.
An example 1s to be found in Afghanistan. Does anvone
doubt that a tew hundred precision-guided missiles
couid substantially alter the existing balance of power in
that contlict? But at what price?

If we recognize the reality of the global arms trade.
we must also admit that global standards of regulation
are exceptionally ditficult to achieve. Further. as history
reveals. outside suppliers teven when close alliesy can-
not control or dictate the outcomes of local security sit-
uations. Indeed. the unanswerable 1ssue in securiry
assistance policy debates iy the degree of direct hnkage
(influence) between arms transters and American
security interests. As one attempts o answer this tor a
specific country or region. influence tilts on the seesaw
of arms exports.

Reagan’s Reasons for Granting
Security Assistance

Is there any noticeable difference between administra-
tions n their utilization of security assistance”? What
accounts for the greatly enlarged security assistance pro-
grams for some nations’!
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For the Reagan adnunistration the answer is more
than mere policy shifts. With congressional concur-
rence. the administration has restructured Amencan for-
cign assistaice. Traditional developmental assistance
which focused iminally on infrastructure projects and
then on meeting human needs 1y declining, while muli-
tary assistance and economic support funds are grow -
ing. From fiscal vear 1981 to tiscal vear 1985, the
security assistance budget as a percentage of total uid
grew by 6 percent (53.9 billion above tiscal year 1981).
while development assistance declined 6 percent (but
increased 1n fiscal vear terms by come 1S hillion),
The debate arises not so much on the issue of American
security interests e Atrica. Asia. Latin America. or the
Middle East. but on the relationship between military
assistance programs and housing, health care. tood, and
education for the poor. Former World Bank President
and Secretary of Detense Robert McNamara has fong
argued that security includes military hardware and
economic stability . Although this may overstate the
short-term reality . it does raise fundamental issues over
the longer term. What social forces beget revolutions?
An empirical example 1s now unfolding in the Philip-
pines as President Corazon Aquino attempts (o stitle the
percetved basis of recruitment for the New People’s
Army by seeking cconomic reforms and growth.

Policy difterences do emerge when the focus shifts
to country-specific programs. This is evident when one
arrays. albeit arbitrarily. objectives sought. as stated by
the Reagan administration. and specific countries (see
table 2). Prolonged debate has occurred on security
assistance to Central American nations because many
doudt the existence of any grave threat to US secunity.
Many critics argued that the administration’s security
program for Lebanon put the cart before the horse. a
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Table 2
Country -Specific Objectives

Condhilt e

Dirinish conthict
cnhance stabihty

Respond to orisis

Sceaure buse nshes
of prepositioning

tntlucnce

lurkey

Mohamistan, BESalvador,
Motocee. Republic o1 Korea
Somalue Phaland, Y cmien

Central Amenca, Cuenada,
1 chanon

Faypts Orian. Plabipp aes.

Indii. Peoples” Republic

of Ching

judgment that Lebanon’™s politcal colliapse seemns to vine
dicate. On the other hand. most Americans applauded
the invasion of Grenada and therefore no dispute arose
over postinvasion tramning to the police and to Carib:
bean security forces. The tiscal vear 1985 decision o
rant J0-year grace periods ror the repayment of 30-
car market-rate loans to Greece. the Philippines. Portu-
al. the Republic of Korea. Somalia, Spain. Sadan.
unista. and Turkey was equaliy noncontentious.

Until recent Greek actions indicating o possible
denial of future buase rights. most legistative debate
revolved around maintaining a 7:10 hinkage ratio n
securnity assistance between Greece and Turkey respec-
tively. This artificial device is. of course. entrrely inde-
pendent of either nation’s military requirements or ¢ven
of US security interests. but demonstrates the role US
domestic political factors can play in allocation deci-
stons. Resolutions of such splits are always political
Band-Aids which may bear little refevance to the actual
military needs. 1Uis constituent pressures. honest policy
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dittercnces, and ~ometimes disparities in the intorma-
ton noode wovardable b ot oare cenerally behind
x‘nnglk‘wmlhﬂ attempis o ll)ﬂdll} SUVHTIY assistaniog
fevels and pohewes

Presenty s unbihety that sae Reagan admins
ton can find o was o provide Jarye seade wid o both
el and Beyptand sull tund other nations at neas
carlier fevels 1o would appear that congressionalh
pposed badeet cuts 1 securiy assstanee are it
nent. In PONS0 Senater John Glenn ottered an amend
ment reguiring congressional notibication when
Csiemticant upgrading o rechnolooy or enhanced nos
Ston capabihties are made on previoush dehivered
cgthpient T Fhas s belated recogmuon that Congress
necds o evaluate actual mihary ettect. rather than dJol
lar amounts. ratios. or policy needs. Senator Joseph
Bidon and Representative Nl Levine imtioduced legis
On o revise congresstonal oversight of arms transter
by detining transactions mquabitative terms. climineang
all review tor certinn clsses ot exports and recipicnts
SensitinveT T evports would require an attirmatne
magorty vote by both houses of Congress 11 passed.
such a provision would mtensity congressional execu
e conthict

On o ditterent Tesel, the shrmkine iternationad
arms market retledts reduced demand because of <ty
nant ¢cononie crowth and exsting debtservice fevels
Yot mereased competition trom more supphers wall
vencrate ereater stthzabion ot oftsets Reaipient ottt
denumds must. of courses reach o level ot mathematicd
impossthiline given the therent Timts ot both sectorl
trade and nationat mrade ',h‘“\’ ~ bone betere then.
demands will be hoard by covernments i ooth supplhict
and reaipient states o o somethime about ortsets

Fhe persistent nise ot new supphiors crodes markat
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stabthity and vill increase the Likelihood ot joint ven
tures, technology tunsfer. and buy-back provisions  alf
complex but pivotal cconomic issues that governments
have great ditficulty reconciling.

Technology sophistication is a great discriminator
in armaments. The highest levels of technology are the
most closely regulated and the least likely 1o be subject
1o the pressure mentioned above. However, basic com-
maodities tntles. artillery. ships. for example) are widelh
diffused and available. Further. American companies
seldom design systems solely tor export. while toreign
competitors may offer weapons more “tailored™ to the
needs of an individual nation. along with lower costs,
thereby creating tuvorable markets.

Presently, indigenous arms industries exist in 22
developing nations and are viewed as ““major’”
producers.!t Moreover. sophistication ol the weaponry
continues to increase and the upgrade and returbish
market Is emerging as another opportunity . Detense
planners pondering possible contlicts outside NATO
areas must be alert to the growing potential of regionad
states to atfect outcomes. a lesson made clear to the
British in the Falkland Malvinas conthet.

Are the old paradigms of Amenican security assis-
tance stil relevant? These evolved as military tools in
support of containment policies. and as pohtical fevers
with nonahgned nations. rather than cconomic programs
hinked to the balance of pavments and trade detwernts.
Podav. the first two clements are present. and many i
the administration support the view that vur current
trade deficits with Japan (n 1985 549 7 ithony and
Farwan tin 1985 51501 bathony could be partially
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reduced through the suales ot armaments. But arms
exports are generally not included in such trade statis-
ties, nor are Japanese contributions towards tacihties
operation and construction in Japan considered.
However. the burdensome trade deficits mav yvet
become tied to armis imports for feverage by both sides.

As American toreign policy emphasis has shifted
over time, the direction ot arms exports has also
chunged. Finallv. the volume of arms trade. the number
of suppliers and buyers. and the sophisucation ot arma-
ments bave all increased. These structural changes in
the global arms market have yet to be tully recognized
by the Reagan admimistration. The implications ot these
chunges are protound. tt nuay be that neither the Carter

policies embodicd in P 13 nor the Neutrahity Bl of

1Y35 were correct responses. but s avordance of these
problems a wise policy?

Arms trade s a4 unigque economic phenomeron
because weapons do imply (in theory and often i prac-
tice) a special relattonship civen the almost universal
requirement tor government’s approval of arms trans-
ters. That being the case. what is the responsibility of a
supplier regarding possible recipient uses of such
weapons? The intellectual and moral difemmuas ot this
question remain the crux of arms transter Jebates inany
adnunistration.

The yuestion becomes acute when one remembers
the negative experiences the Untied States has seen with
major programs in the recent past. for example., the
Republic of South Vietnam, the fuck of progress in the
cessation of hostithities 0 the Middle East. and the ongo-
g stalemate in Central America. There are. of course,
posttive examples: the emergence from the ashes of
World War Il of Europe and the tairth of NATO. The
conclusion one reaches s that the quality ot the

R
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imdigenous government Gis authority - legtimacs . and
status) is the Key. A Jeginmate government supported
by ats citizens may benetit greatly from security ansis-
tance. but un tlegitimate government retatning power
by cocrcion ultimately will il But how are we to

Judge? oas interesting to note that President Marcos

was seen as a Filipino version ot President John Fo Ken-
nedy when he tirst took oftice. pledged o retorms.

An incrementalist approach. in response to chang-
ing perceptions of Soviet proay activity L as inescapable.
Perhaps the need is for i more proactive policy which
envisions tuture trouble spots and. hopetully | takes
carlier corrective action, But securing an Ametican pub-
lic consensus for such policies is daunting . as Reagan's
Central Amencan policy suggests. Nevertheless, recent
successtul examples include the Special Detense
Acquisition Fund (a concept started i the Carter vears)
signed into law by President Reagan in 1981, which
permits the advance procurement of gems i anticipa-
tion of foreign sales' und the pending fogistical
arrungement with the Roval Thai government.

The attermath of Vietnam sull haunts American
toreign policy. As a nution we may be reverting toward
the more traditional isolatiomsm, away from the tresh

hope ot internationalism that followed at the end of

World War 11, But the noton of anti-Communist con-
taimment has remained relatively strong. A " wald card™
Is the structural alteration ot the American economy
which must now compete tn a global marketptace.
Ultimately there are no objective criteria by which to
measure securily assistance. Although the global con-
tanment envisioned 10y administration statements
may be impossible (o achieve. President Reagan has
restored a coherence missing since Vietnam, which

e sttt
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centers around the potion of detending treedom every -
where. The reahistUs sense of nutional interest is there-
tore subordinate to vulues or wdeology . Whether this s
correct response. only history can qudge. Security assis-
tance by any standard is only o secondary contribution
to the burdens of global defense. Peuace. however
detined. will ultimatelr require other international con-
thict resolution mechanisms aside from coercion.
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DEFENSE BUDGETS
AND SPENDING CONTROL.:
THE REAGAN ERA AND BEYOND

Dennis S. Ippolito

THI-.R[-. HAS ALWAYS BLEN something ot a
myth about the unigueness of detense budgeting. As the
Congressional Rescarch Service explamed a decade
ago. the polities of budgeting mevitably aftects detense:

Ideally . naticnal secunity mterests are the bases tor objectives
and commitments which. withm pohey cuvdehines. shape
strategy . Strategic coneepts conditioned by threats generate
military toree requirements. Budgetary asscts then are atlo-
cated to satisty needs. That Utopran sequence rarely ovears m
real lite. National defense competes withy other sectors. The
trick is to wulk o tightrope between excessive defense
expenditures that emasculate fother] .0 programs and dei-
cient detense expenditures that activels endunger natonal
security. . BEgually important. overadlocations noany gnen
mditary sector can undercut essential capabiities elewhere

This sttuation has not changed. In fact. it has
become somewhat more complicated. During the
mid-1970s . detense budgets were butteted primarily by
Tpriorities debates™ generated by the new congressional
budget process. Todav. the Gramm-Rudmaen-Hollings
bill. which requires spending and deticit control targets
to be met annually. ruises serious questions about future
fevels of detense spending -

For defense pohicy analysis, the external con-
straints imposed by the budget process are undoubtedly

1009
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frustrating and. at times. seenmungly irrational. Regard-
less. the budget process is one ot those mescapable
realities thut determines the context and structure of
defense policy debates. Rigorous analyses ot detense
puitcy must take into account the simple fact that at
feast the highly aggregated detense ““numbers.” par-
tcularly outlavs, are decided within a comprehensive
budgctary framework. The purpose of this paper s to
describe that tramework and to ofter an analy sis ot ats
past and future ettect on the detense budget.

It is clear that the Reagan administration”s militars
buildup constitutes a landmark in post-World War 1l
detense budgeting. From fiscal 1981 21985, budget
authority for the defense function increased by approx-
mately 60 percent: adjusted for inflation, acnd spend-
ing rose by almost 30 percent over this period. by far
the sharpest peacetime increases under any administra-
tion.' Whether this growth can be sustained. even at
reduced rates. for the rest of the decade is problemat-
ical. Congressional resistance has been mounting, and
the defense budget is especially vuinerable to the auto-
matic cuts. or sequestration formula. under Gramm-
Rudman-Hollings. What is certein is that severe
budgetary obstacles must be overcome to preserve the
Reagan defense program. Unless “real growth™
budgets continue well into the future. significant adjust-
ments in current force plans are mevitable.

Defense and the Budget: Long-Term Trends

The relationship between defense spending and the rest
of the Federal budget has changed dramatically over the
past several decades. The era of modern budgets.
marked by 2 substantial commitment of economic
resources to the Federal Government. can be divided
into four stages. The first, imtiated during the New

i s
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Deal. almost tripled the relutive size of the Federal sec-
tor. By tiscal 1940, Federal outlays had risen to approx-
imately 10 percent of gross national product (GNP). In
addition, spending growth was heavily concentrated in
social weltare and other domestic programs. Prior to
World War Il. domestic spending tor the ““human
resources’ and Tphysicul resources’ tunctions
accounted tor ubout 70 percent ot Federal outluys:
defense was well under 20 percent.?

The defense budgets. The second stage in the
development of modern budget policy was marked by
an abrupt but lasting expansion in detense spending. For
nearly three decades after the beginning of World Waur
11, detense dominated Federal budgets. The defense
share of total outlays jumped from 17.5 percent to 471
pereent between fiscal vears 1940 and 1941, rising 1o a
wartime peak of 89.5 percent in fiscal 1945, There was
a sharp decline 1n the late 19405, but the Korcan war
reversed this, and trom fiscal 1951 through fiscal 1970,
the detense function never dropped below 40 percent ol
total Federal spending. Further. defense outlays as a
percentage of GNP remained relatively high throughout
this pertod (see table ).

The 1970y produced a break in defense spending
that was markedly ditterent from the post-World War [
and post-Korean periods. During the Vietnam war, the
detense-GNP level never exceeded ' percent. The
average level during Vietnam was about 8 pereent.
compared o a peacetime average of almost 10 percent
tor fiscal years 1955 19647 By fiscal 1974, defense
outlays were less than 30 percent of the budget. com-
pared to over 45 percent 10 yvears carlier. Over the same
period. total spending was growing quite rapidly.
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Table 1
Defense Qutlays, Fiscal Years 1941-1986 (in billions of dollars)
Detenve Percemage of Petcentuy
Fewal Outlr s Total? Budeet Ouilan ot GNP
1991 S 63 3471 ST
1946 427 FEERY RN
195 236 SEN TS
1956 423 o) 2 b 2
1961 RN SN b
jush AL 332 TN
71 ™Y 7 s s
l 1976 89 6 241 S
tusi 137 3 232 S 3
27 [

JURH 18 205N 2
Sonrce Historeal Tables Budeer of the United States Goscrnment
Foscal Year TYUST tW ashington. DO Government Priinting Ottice.

LuN6. pp ey 3 e

As shownan tigure 1. the inkuge between defense
spending and the total budget was relatively strong dur-
ing the 1940s and 1950s. With Vietnam. this hinkage
began to unravel. Detense funding was no longer driv-
ing the budget. I sum. a defense dechne tniggered an
overali budecet reduction atter World War [1 High lev-
els of defense spending prevented a paraliel dechine
atter Korea. In the fatter stages of the Vietnam war and
‘ subsequently. a shrinking defense budget contrasted
{ with increased total spending. By fiscal 1976 the
budget was 21,9 percent of GNP. the highest level i 30
vears: the corresponding detense tigure was 5.3 pereent.
the lowest level in 25 years.

AV n e S

The ent'tlement shift. The displacement of detense
by social weltare spending programs began in carnest
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Figure 1.
GNP Comparisons of Defense Outtays and Total Budpat
Outlay~. World War I, Korea, and Vietnam

during the Johnson presidency. The tundamental
source. of course. was the expansion of Federal
responsibilities during the New Deal. In the 19404 and
19308, social security and other income security pro-
grams, as well as domesthie grants to state and local gov-
ernments. grew steadily but modestly. Real spending
tfor pavments for individuals (income transfers and n-
kind benefit programs) and grants 1o sate and local gov-
ernments increased from $7.6 hithon i tiscad 1940 w0

-
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SHLT bilhion an fiscal 1960 As 4 pereentage of the
total budget. this represented an increase from 23,6 per-
cent to 311 percent.

Real spending 1n these categories increased by
more thun 120 billion over the next 20 vears. with
their combined budget share climbing 1o over 37 per-
cent. This extraordimary growth commenced durning the
mid-1960s and accelerated over the next decade. The
combination of fiberalized New Deal programs and
Great Society imuatives —in health care, education.
tood und nutrition wid. housing. and a host of magor
grant programs for state and local governments  radi-
cally aliered the growth and the composiion of the bed
eral budget.

An important element i this overall trend was the
effect of entitlements. The cost of entitfements m tiscul
1967, when the Great Society programs got under was .
was less than $60 bilhon tor shightly more than one-
third of total outlaysy. Changes in chgibifity, benetit
tormulas. and indexing helped to produce a $285 bithion
ncrease by fiscal 19807 From tiscal 1967 10 19800 pay-
ments for individuals detined as relatively uncontrof-
lable went from $40 bithon to $245 bithon

The Reagan retrenchment. When the Reagan
administration took office. the spending side ot the
budget had enormous momentum. Spending prowth tor
the Carter presidency averaged over 12 pereent annually
(for fiscal years 197X8- 19811, outstripping cconomic
growth and bringing the spending-GNP level to a 35-
vear peak.” The detense function. however. had
dropped to less than one-fourth of total spending. which
meant that Reagan was faced with reconcihing two com-
peting objectives: restraining overall spending growth
and signiticantly boosting defense. The results tor

[
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detense have been impressive. but the record on overall
crowth has been mixed. There has also been a large vap
between the administration’s stated goals and the pro
granumatic actions Congress has taken.

In ity tiscal 1982 budget revistons, tor example.
the Reagan admimistration set a target outlay cerling of
S84 biflion tor fiscal 1983 1t also projected detense
outlays at approximately one-third of this total 7 Actual
tiscal 1985 spending. however. was more than S0 bl
lton above the cethng. while the defense share ot total
outlavs wis just over one-tourth. Actual changes in
budget composition under Reagan. then. have not
matched the Reagan budget progrum Nevertheless e
nificant changes have occurred: long-term trends hanve
been reversed ttor detense and discretonary domestic
spending) or slowed tfor enntlements and other manda-
tory spending).

The budget poticy mitiatives imtroduced by Ronald
Reagan have not reshaped the budget it the comparison
i, for example. pre-Great Society spending. Given the
cntitlenient programs currenthy n place. this magnitude
of change is simply not possible over one or even two
terms. The combined weight of detense spending and
interest costs. however, means that high growth rates
tor domestic programs will be ditticult 1o achieve.
Decelerating rates of spending growth and changes m
compuosition. then, are likely to have a continuing cttect
on spending policy .

The deficit problem. Chronic deficits have been a
problem since the 19305, but the gap between spending
and revenues has widened drastically i recent vears.
Almost halt of the gross Federal debt (which excceded
S1.8 tritfion ot the end of tiscal 19851 has been added
since fiscal 19800 For fiscal vears 1983 1986, the

[EOR
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average annual deficits were in the $200 billion runge.
As shown in table 20 the decade-by -decade growth an
deticit fevels has been enormous. And the large pro-
jected deticits for the latter 1980 are the target tor the
Gramm-Rudman-Hollings spending reduction formula.

The Reagan detense butldup has not. despite the pop-
ular pereeption. been solely or even primanily responsible
tor the worsening deticit situation. Detense accounted tor
only about one-third of the approximately S300 hiflion in
outlay growth trom tiscal 1981 to 1985 1t currently repre-
sents well under 30 pereent of total spending.

Detense does not dominuate the budget. as 1t did in
the pertod between Korea and Vietnam. What made
detfense vulnerable then was its refative size. What
makes it vulnerable today s not just relative size eanee
that has declined significantly ) but the practical. pohiu-
cal. and legal restrictions that protect most of the rest of
the budget. Of the estimated $2355 billion in relatively
controflabie outlays tor fiscal {986, tor example. over
R0 pereent was in defense. '™ With the bulk of the
defense budget requiring annual authorizations and
appropriations. defense is at a disadvantage when com-
pared to the automatic spending that drives much of the
remainder of the budget. It iy this disadvantage that
helped to produce the imbalances between detense and
soctal weltare during the 19708, And it s this disadvan-
tage that is exacerbated by the spending cut tormulas
under Gramm-Rudman-Hollings.

The Reagan Defense Program

The increases in detense budgets under President Rea-
gan have not been unitorm throughout the broad appro-
priation and mission categories mnto which the budget s
divided. There has been throughout the Reagan presi-
deney thus far a relatively consistent ordering of detense

P )
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Table 2
Budget Deficits, Fiscal Years 19530-1989 (in billions of dollars)

Foveal Year Camudative Deticins
tor Period:

1930 [Y3Y ST 4
19660 1969 S S
19701979 W64 8
1080 Tusd AT3N
1985 - [YsYy Tiv X (O e of N ey
and Budget estimatesy
Gl g 1Congresstonal Budget

Ofee estimuates)

“Includes oft budget vutlays

Sowrce. Historwoal Tables. Budeet o the United States Government
Fiseal Year TYST OW ashungton, DO Government Prointing Ottiee.
Poser pp. Lolohr Dol Congresstonal Budget Ottice. 1
Foomomie and Budeer Ouwtlook . Fiseal Years 198721081 i Wadh
mgton. DC Congressional Budget Ottice, 1980 poxin

spending prionities. As sct torth initiaily by Secretary of
Detense Caspar W Wenberger. the administration
placed its Thighest priority on the long overdue mod-
ernization of our strategic forces. ™ In addition. Wein-
berger stressed the need 1o redress "o major backlog of
investment requirements, !

By the carly 1980, there wis @ widespread con-
sensus among defense experts on the necessity for
mvestment increases and the particularly pressing clanm
for strategic toree support. As Leonard Sullivan has
noted. "When budgets were cut in the attermath of the
Victnam war. the invesiment accounts absorbed the
greater share of these reductions.” ® Post-Vietnam
detense budgets. which had »o real growth over the fis-
cal 1973- 1981 period. were heavily weighted in fuvor
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of readiness accounts. NMoreover, the fiscul constraints
applicd to srategic forces were especially severe.

Investment versus readiness. One ot the 1ssues that
tends to surface during congressional budget debates
over detfense is based on the division between the ongo-
ing costs of training and operating forces (readiness™)
and the costs of modernizing equipment and tucilities
tor these forces crinvestment’ ). There are difticulties
in applyving this distinction with great precision, but the
conventional usage places military personnel and opera-
tions and maintenance appropriation ttles under readr-
ness. Most of the remainder of the defense budget
{procurenient; research. development. test. and evaluu-
tion: military construction and family housing) is con-
stdered mvestment.

The clear intent of the Reagan defense program has
been. and continues to be. to shitt spending toward
investiment. This intent has been partly accomplished:
from tiscal 1981 -1985, for example. outlay growth for
investment was over 90 percent. more than double the
growth in readiness. A shightly farger gap characterized
budget authonity increases. ' In addition. spending tor
atomic energy defense activities more than doubled
between tiscul years 1981 and 195,

The net effect of the Reagan budgets has been to
bulance readiness and investment. Between fiscal 1981
and 1986, for example. the percentage of detense
budget authority in readiness accounts declined mark-
edly (see table 3). The budgetary shares tor military
personnel and for operations and maintenance shrank by
about Iy percent. with corresponding increases in pro-
curement and in research, development, testing. and
evaluation (RDT&E). The fiscal 1986 allocations,
moreover, are expected to continue through the rest of
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Table 3

Compasition of the Defense Budget, Fiscal Years 1976-1991

Percentage of Budeor Awihorgy -

£y i} fi

JYTh  JUS]  JUNS

R Ul/['l( (R
Mahitary

Personnel 34 2N
Operations and

Mantenance i) 2
Livestment
Procurcment 22 27
RDTXL 10 Y

Mititury Con
struction: Fanuls
Housimg. Other 4 4
I TR PP,
Ot DOD malitary budget
Estimate.

1

o

i}

o986
\J ﬁ;
v N
33 32
12 P2
4 4
) HLY!

FY
I

SoThe BY 1991 mulitary personnet tigure includes estimated

allowancees

Sowrce Historical Tables, Budger of the United States Government.
Foscal Year {987 (Washiagton, DC Government Primting Othee.

TOR65, pp. S 105 Tedy

the decade. In addition. actual spending is expected to
paraliel this budget authority pattern through fiscal 1991
tsee table 4). For the 20-veur penod shown, the shifts in
spending within the detense budget have been

significant.

Mission categories. A second perspective tor inter:
preting the defense budget focuses on mission catego-
ries, such as strategic forees and general purpose forees.,

i g
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Table 4
Composition of the Defense Budget, Fiscal Years 1970-1990

Percentaee of Budver Outiay s
[ Iy I} I I

JuT TS TuNn JVAN U9 tont
Readiness 62 67 o4 AN 54
Investment R 32 34 42 43
Atopue bnergy
Cither 2 2 2 3 3
o 100 100

Sowrce Hestorical Tables. Budyger of the United States Governmenr,
Foveal Year TOXT iWashimgton. DO Government Printing Ottice.

19RO pp. 2 30D 205

Here also. the Reagan defense program has had an
impact. The fiscal 1982 budget submitted by the Carter
administration, for example. was almostidentical to the
actual tiscal 1979 allocations et budget authority by
misston category. The share for strategic weapons was
to ncrease tfrom 6.4 percent to 7.4 percent. By com-
parison the change from fiscal 1982 to TY8S under Rea-
gan shifted strategic torces budget authority from
approximately 7 percent to almost 10 percent (see table
Sy In additior, the combined allocation for strategic
torces. ntellizence and communications, and rescarch
and development has risen by over 25 pereent sincee is-
cal 1982,

The Congressional Response

In speculating about the long-term prospects tor the
defense budget. it is necessary to take mto account the
future congressional response to Reagan detense
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Table 5
Defense Budget by Mission Categories, Fiscal Yeurs 1982-1989

Poroctgoe o Budect Vo

iy 1) 1
Mapor Mossion Procram fus? IOTS TUNG o
Strategic forees T SR N
General purpose torces EEI B HE I
Intelhigence and communications o RS a2
At and sealtt [ I A
Guard and Reserve N - ~
Rescarch and desetopinent : ~ i
Central supphy and muamtenance

senetal personnel N S m

Admmistration and other 2 T

1440 0 RN NIV}

Source Budeer of e Dnired States Govdnmenr s vious sears

policies. Reagan’s tirst term produced important shitts.
The detense budget grew more rapidly than the overall
budget. Real increases in detense spending accelerated
shightly as well. These shitts. while signiticant. are not
nearly as dramatic as media reporting or popular percep-
tions would suggest. The discrepaney lies in the real
versus imagined support the Reagan program has
recetved from Congress. It in tact. Reagan’'s influence
on defense was at its peak during the first term. the
long-term prospects tor the detense budget are
unfavoruble.

Congressional revisions in President Reagan’s
budget proposals tall into two related categories. Ateer
the first round of spending cuts contained in the 1981
Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act. Congress rejected
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most proposcd domestic spending cuts and. begimning
with the fiscal 1983 budget round. greatly reduced the
administration’s defense requests. Finally | the 1983 -
1985 defense cuts were used. i part, to boost domestic
spending. It was the prospect of continued trade-ofis ot
this sort—reminiscent of funding patterns during the
1970s—that helped moke the Gramm-Rudman-Hollings
bill acceptable 1o an otherwise unenthusiastic White
House. The automatic spending cut formula written into
tts final version ensured that defense cuts would have to
be matched on a roughly equal basis by domeste cuts.

The fiscal 1983 budget was the first complete sub-
mission by the Reagan administration. Proposed budget
revisions sent to Congress in March 1981 called tor
increases over the detense levels recommended by Pres-
wdent Carter for fiscal vears 1981 und 1982 The fiscal
1981 budget authority increase of approximately 57 bil-
lion was enacted with Little change. since it was tied to
military pay increase and did not raise 4 controversiul
policy 1ssue. '™ The fiscal 1982 revisions were more sub-
stantial, calling tor an addittonal $26 billion in budget
authority and S4.4 bilhion in outlays. Congress finally
accepted a budget authority fevel that included a $16
billion increment over the original Carter budget. At the
same time, actual outlays for fiscal years 1981-1982
were more than $8 billion below Reagan estimates.
although not as a result of equivalent congressional
cuts.

Changes tn the detense budget prior to 1983, there-
fore. were marginal adjustments that contormed in large
part to congressional speading goals set forth 1 fiscal
1980-1982 budget resolutions. For fiscal years JU83-
1986, by comparison, congressional cuts in defense
have been quite large. The annual reductions in budget
authority requests have averaged roughly $20 billion

e v
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Table 6
Department of Defense Budget Authority and Outlays,
Fiscal Years 1983-1986 (in hillions of dolars)

Budget Aathoriy

Reavan Kequest fnacted Redu tion

JUR3 $238 0 82395 SIN A
JUNd 27401 2382 159
JUNS 050 2847 N}
196 42 284 7 245
Outlass”
Reavan ftinmate Acteeal Reduction
{u83 S5 S204 4 $)1A
RS 23Xy 2208 178
1URS 264 4 2363 (B
14806 277 S NA NA

“Departmen: of Detease, malitary onhy

Source. Budvet of the mted Stares Government, various vears

annualty (see table 61, The outlay differences have been
lower. but stll considerable.

Moreover. congressional reductions have been
most evident in the administration™s priority arcas:
mvestment accounts, strategic forees, and research and
development funding. In fiscal 1983 and 1984, for
example. strategic force budget authority cuts averaged
more than 10 percent each vear. while budget authority
tor the research and development mission category was
reduced by about 7.5 percent cach year. Most impor-
tunt. program cuts within these broad categories have
not been umiform. The fiscal 1986 detense appropria-
tions bill, tor example. shiced MX massite funding by
over 40 percent and Strategic Defense [nitiative funding
by more than 25 percent. The overall cut in defense
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appropriations was slightly greater tor ivestment (9.6
pereent) than tor readiness (7.0 percenty accounts,
There was no drastic restructurimg ot Reagan's hasic
Program nor any ermmation of major prograins

What has occurred over the past several vears 18 o
series of stgniticant congressional cuts e the admim
istration’s defense tunding requests. with fiscal 1986 an
important transition. Unttl fiscal 1986, cuts could be
made while allow g real increases o spending The Nis
cal 1986 budget, however, means negative real growth
in defense. Current estimates by the Senate Appropria
tions Subcommittee on Detense show a 2-percent real
dechne from fiscal TY8S 10 1986, with the possibility ot
this reaching 7 percent under the T March automatic
spending cuts mandated by the Gramm-Rudman-Holl-
ings byt

With negative real growth o serious prospect sinee
tiscal 1986, major rollbacks in detense are clearly posst
ble. Despite the size of the defense budget. it is ditticult
o get immediate short-term outlay reducthions of any
magnttude without policy changes Defense spending
categorized as eontrollable " for example. s almost
entirely i readiness accounts, but these accounts are
obviously closely linked to troop levels, 1 is possible to
postpone or cancel scheduled pay mcreases. as has been
done in the past. but the only way o preserve large cuts
is o Jower troop levels signiticantly . It one accepts the
verdict of most defense analvsts that readimess and sus-
tamability problems were severe by the Jate 1970« s
clearly not desirable to return to the tunding patterns
that produced those problems.

Focusing on the mvestment accounts. however.,
reveals another set of problems. Because procurement
funds tor any major weapons system are spread out over
several vears. the outlay rates vary over time. The
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estimated outlay rate during the st vear Tor procure
ment tunds, for exampleo s only 13 percent.”™ Cutting
«ll of the $S86.2 hilhion in procurement budget authoriy
for fiscal 1984, accordimg to the Congressional Budget
Oftice. would have viclded 1984 outlay savings of only
ST biffion. On the investment accounts. the spend-out
rates. along with the fact that most spending resulis
from prior-yvear contracts, make - ditticuft o achieve
agniticant savings in the short term without massie
budgcet authority cuts

As we took at the prospects tor detense. and the
particular problems posed by the specitic provisions i
Gramm-Rudnman-Hollings. s helptul to keep i mind
this relationship between detense policy and budyet
accounting. Tt s also of some signiticance that the posy
tions of the Reagan administration and the Congress
will Tikely ditfer on where cuts should be made. Thus,
one possibility is for automatic cuts that have pohicy
cttects no oo wants, because there 1s no agrecnent on
the policy changes necessary to torestall the automatie
(GBS

Gramm-Rudman-Hollings and Other Alternatives
Congressional action and o 1 March sequestration
reduced tiscal TR0 detense budget authonty S8 .6 -
fion below tiscal TOXS It was widely conceded that this
reduction could be accommodated largely through
reestimating and stretching out spending. Congressionad
cuts have been m lurge part offset by intlation rates and
oil prices well below estimated Tevels, atong with -
mgs aristng from maltivear contracting and other man-
agement intiatives,

These oftsets, however. did not provide much pro-
tection after fiscal 1987, The 30-percent intlation add-
on that the Department of Detfense has used for major
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procarement programs an previous budeet oveles has
been dropped. and Congress meay retuse to allow tuel
savings to be transterred o other accounts. which
negates nwch of the eftect ot ol price dechines There
may be some restdual savimgs but these are Tikely 1o be
mimor when compared to the spendig cuts currenthy

heing projected tor detense.

Gramm-Rudman-Haollings provisions On 12
December TYSS. President Reagan signed imto law the
Balanced Budget and “mergencey Detiont Control At
(HJ Res. 3720 PL9Y 177y, The Gramme-Rudman-Holl
ings bl asat s knowno revises budgeetary procedures
the executive branch and Congress and. more impor
tant. requires that Federal deticts be eliummnated by s
cal 1991 The Tutter waudd be achivsed cither throueh
conmventional legndative measures that reduce spending
or increase revenues or. tailing these. through automatic
spendimg cuts The aew fuw amends the Congressional
Budget and tmpoundment Control Act of 19700 ercatly
aceelerating the budget timetable and strengtheming pro-
cedures to block tToor action on leenslaton exceeding
deticit targets.

The starung point tor Gramm-Rudman-Haollmes s
aseries of dechiming deticit cethnes: S171.9 bilhion in
fiscal TORO: ST34 batlion i tiscal JUS72 STOX bilhon
fiscal TURK: 572 hillion in fiscal TUSUTS36 alhon i fis-
cal 1990 yero deticit i tiscal 1991 Atter the President
submits his January budget tor the upcommye fracald
vear, Congress is taced with o series ot deadhimes. By
I3 Aprito e must pass o budget resolution which
mcludes reconailtation instructions tor spending com-
mittees on he o brme down projected deticnts to spee-
ttied amounts. Both the presndential budget and
congresstonal budget resolutton must keep within the
required deticnt fevel tor the upeominyg fiscal vear.
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As part ot the aecelerated tmetable, Congress must
complete action on areconcibation bill by 15 June. and
the House must pass all regular appropriations bitls by
30 Junc. The unsque teature of Gramm-Rodnan-
Hollings, howes rois s acknowedement that Congress
and the President may not be able 1o agree on how o
sty within deticrt miats and that neither reconciliation
legistation nor appropriations feanshution will produce
the necessary results.

The Grumm-Rudmuan-Hollings solution 10 dead
focks Is automatic spending cuts. By August (hanaan
for fiscal 1986). the Oftice of Munagement and Budget
tOMB) and the Congeressional Budget Oftice 1OBO)
must determine whether the deticit tor the apeoming is-
cad vear will exceed. by more than S10 bilhon . the stat-
utory cerling. Thewr estimates ate to retlect projected
ceonomice indicators and the spending and revenue fegis-
lation then in eftect. The resulting spending baseline 1~
used to estimate the deficit and. it the cetling s
breached. to calealate the automatic spending cuts nec-
exsury to reduce the deticit below the cailing. The
CBO-OMB report includes the unttorm percentage
spending reductions 1o be applied to all Federal pro-
grams that are not exempt. by virtue of Gramm-Rud-
man-Hollings provisions, from the astomate “trigger”
cuts under the Jaw.

The next part ot the sequence involves the General
Accounting Ottice ¢GAOy . end 1t is this section that was
hetd unconstitutionad by the Supreme Court on 7 July
1986, The GAD was o recenne the CBO-OMB report.
verity ats and transit it o the President and Congress
by 25 August. This report was to be the basis Tor actual
spending cuts. The President was requared to issue, by
September. an emergeney sequester order reducimg non-
exempy Federal spending by a untform pereentage. as
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set torth in the CBO-OMB-GAQ report. Unless that
order was changed by legislutive uction over the neat
several weeks, spending authority was astomatically
canceled on 1 October. the beginning of the new fiscal
year.

Not all spending is covered by Gramm-Rudman-
Holhings. There are a number of exemptions, including
soctal security . several fow-income programs. and inter-
est on the debt. There are also special rules for auto-
matic cuts i a second category of programs. including
uncmployment compensation. gudaranteed student loans.
and the Commodity Credit Corporation tarm price-sup-
port programs. For detense. special rules exist. but
these are not at all favorable.

First, unobligated budget authonts from previous
vears Is subject o automatic cuts. Second, the faw pre-
scribes untform percentage cuts 1 detense accounts and
subaccounts (projects. programs. and actvities). For the
first round of cuts in fiscal 1YR6, the President had
some fenebility within a given account as to pereentuge
reductions umony subaccounts. He lucked this flex:
thility for tiscal 1987 and subsequent tiscal years.
Third. the sequestration process s based o outluy sav-
ings. For multuyear proerams. particutarly procurement.
agnven evel of outlay reduction will typically require o
much turger reduction in budget authority. Slow-spend-
ing programs. theretore, could be espeaially hard hit by
ostensibly uniform percentage cuts in outlays.

The timal provision aftecting detense s the require
nment that spending cuts be divided equally between
detense and nondefense programs. The detense category
tor this purpose consists of military accounts plus half
ot all Federal retirement cost-of-tiving adjustments. The
inclusion of COLAN reduces the cut in actual defense
accounts slightly below 50 pereent.
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Alternatve procedures, One provisien ot the Bal
anced Budger Act has been held unconstitutional
According to o three-jud_c panel ot the US District
Court lor ine District of Columhys and the Supreme
Court. the Comptroler General. who heads the General
Accounting Oftice. cannot issue the report requiryg the
President to make automatie spending cuts. so long as
he is subject to removal by Congress. The Compuoller
General™s power. i this instance, has been deemed o
he excecutive i onature. and having executive powers
exercised by an official who can be removed by Con
gress has been held to violate the separation of powers

The constitutional chatlenge to the automatic
spending cut provedure does not alter certamn legal and
political realities under Gramm-Rudman-Hollings. The
deticit ceilings remain i place. and the law contains
procedures for expedited action on a joint resolution.
reported out by the House and Senate Budget Commit-
tees tacting as a Temporary Joint Committee on Deti-
cit Reduction™™) that would muke the required cuts. The
joint resolution or backup mechunism under Gramm-
Rudman-Holings. then. can sull be exercised. There
was sl afegal commitment and perhaps polincal pres-
sures associated with the S144 billion deficit ceiling tor
fiscal 1987, President Reagan will continue to have veto
leverage aguimst new taves and domestic spending bils
Congress will continue to have corresponding leverage
over the President’s spending prionties. notablhy
detense. The 30-30 compromise on detense and domes
te spending cuts widl st Lanve considerable support i
Congress,

It 1~ entirely possible. i swn. that with Gramm-
Rudmaun-Hollings and the trade-oftf between detense
spending and tax increases on the wble. as 1t has been
tor the past several sears. i fact, the President’s hand

e —
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in these negotiations has probably been strengthened.
Without automatic cuts. there will unquestionably be
greater admunistrative tlexability in any defense spend-
ing reductions. In addition, 1t 1y possible that the Prest-
dent can tie any tax increase directly to detense
spending. thereby maintaining the pressure to reduce
domestic programs.

Fhe fiscal 1987 budger. The fiscal 1987 Reagan
budget called for a substantial detense increase. Budget
authority of $320.7 billion had been requested. com-
pared to $286. 1 billion that was estimated for tiscal
1986. Detense outlays are to increase tfrom $265.2 hil-
lion to $282.2 billion.

Budgert authority in the fiscal 1987 budget shows
8.2 pereent real growth over fiscal 1986, 1t is this robust
growth at a time when Reagun is recommending a
4-percent real decline in nondetfense spending that has
led some to dismiss the Reagan defense budget as polit-
cally unreahistic. There are. however, some potential
strengths in the timing and composition of the Prest-
dent’s proposals.

For example. Congress adopted. as part of the tis-
cal 1986 budget. fiscal 1987 and 1988 defense spending
levels that were higher (lurgely because of ditferent
intlation estimates) than the President's requests.
Because fiscal 1986 budget authority was in tact
reduced below fiscul 1985, the administration can argue
that Congress is committed to honoring its part of an
August 1985 agreement—real tfunding increases tor fis-
cal 1987 and 1988, Secretary of Defense Weinberger
attacked Congress for viofating the agreement in fiscal
1986, declaring that “"The fact the Congress reneged on
its pledge to the President ... s no basis for the Presi-
dent to declare the need s any less, They have violated
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Table 7
Defense Budget Authority Increases, Fiscal Years 19851987
tin billions of dollars)

Change tfrom F'Y TYSS

FY JYSs FY 1986 FY (9

Muditary personnel™® S67 N [} 497

Operations and

nanteance 77N 2y $ X0
Procurement 968 -2 1o
RDT&E REAR 24 < lhe
Mihitary construction and

tamily housing 8.4

*ncludes pay raise allowances tor tiscal vear 1987
Sowrce: Budger of the United States Government. Fiscal Year JTOST
tWiashington, DC: Government Prinung Otfice, 19860, p. 8 S

a covenant with the President. ™! One might reasonably
expect this theme to be replayed repeatedly during an
election yveur. and it could provide some political pro-
tection tor the defense budget.

There is additional protection in the tyvpe of detense
budget President Reagan has sent to Congress. A num-
ber of large procurement programs pushed by the
administration (such as the Pershing i missile. B-1B
bomber. C-3B and KC-10 aircratt. and the battleship
reactivation program) are at or near completion. As a
result. procurement budget authority for tiscal 1987 was
ST billion below the fiscal 1985 level. For fiscal 1947,
procurement was clearly not as prominent or as vulner-
able as in recent years.

The dilemma for detense crities is that fiscal {987
increases were concentrated in readiness accounts and in
RDT&E (see table 7). The former includes funding tor
almost [4.000 additional personnel, but these are almost
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entirely dedicated to additional ships the Nuvy begun
operating in fiscal 1987, The puy ruise then proposed 4
percent) was modest and was tied to protecting the
recrutting and retention successes of the past several
vears. The substantial operations and maintenance
increase reflects. among other things. the impuct of
major procurement programs now being completed
Generally recognized readiness and sustainabiliny
requirements should transkite imto strong support tor this
portion of the detense budget.

The RDT&E account is probably the most vuiner-
able purt of the Reagan program. The tfiscal 1987
increase tor RDT&E was about 10 percent in outluy s
and almost 25 percent in budget authority. Among the
more prominent and costly weapons systems included
here are the Stealth bomber. the Midgetman and frident
IT missiles. the C-17 arrcrafte and the Strategic Defense
Inttiative. The $4.8 billion SDI request. tor example. is
more than $2 billion higher than the fiscal 1986 appro-
priation. while the Midgetman and Stealth programs are
estimated at roughly double fiscal 1986 levels. " The
potential fiscal 1987 savings tfrom slowing or ¢ven
canceling these programs are relatively small, but the
long-term savings are enormous. Senator Sam Nunn has
estimated the total costs for new weapons the admin-
istration proposed to move into full production in 1987
at 5250 hillion.>* Five-year costs for the C-17 cargo
plane and Midgetman missile alone were estimated at
over %40 biltion.

Under these circumstances, stretchouts and even
climmations have some congressional appeal. Detense
supporters are interested 10 protecting the “baseline.™
which means sheltering past programs. Defense critics
are naturally tempted to oppose new weapons systems.,
and they have an advantage whenever debate shitts from
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the Soviet military threat to deticits, This shitt s
obvious during the current vear and would probably
have oceurred even without Gramm-Rudman-Hollings.
In anyv case. the President will have a difticult task in
moving these weapons syvstems through Congress. at
least without some trade-offs. notably revenue
INCreases.

Protecting the Baseline

On 18 February 1986, the Congressional Budget Qffice
(CBO) issued its economic and budget projections tor
tiscal years 19871991, Its widely publicized conclu-
ston stated. " The outlook tor reducing budget deticits
has improved dramatically since last summer. "= The
CBO reported that under current spending and revenue
policies (the “baseline ). deticits would decline from
$208 bithon in fiscad 1986 to S104 billion in fiscal
1991, Just one year ago. the CBO projected that deticits
would rise to the $300 bilhion level by the end of the
decade .=

Long-range projections of this Kind are obviously
quite uncertain. In fact, however. the comparative
optumism ot the CBO report makes 1t more likely that
Congress will attempt to comply with Gramm-Rudman-
Hollings. since the spending reductions or tax increases
necessary to ¢on, iy are now within the range ot possi-
ble agreement. According o the CBQ. the current pol-
wy baseline will fead to a reducson in the outlay level
trom 24 percent of GNP in fiscal 1985 to 20.6 percent
in fiscal 1991.77 This is extremely important. since the
20-percent level has been considered an acceptable rev-
enue and spending ceiling by this administration. Bal-
ancing the budget at or near 20 percent of GNP,
therefore. would be an extraordinary accomplishment.
one that seemed well bevond reach when this adnun-
istration took office.

A i oan
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A more tavorable budget outlook. however,
increases the pressures on detense. The deticit dechine
C30 projects is based on revised and more optimistic
¢oonomic assumptions than a year ago and reflects cuts
in detense and nondetense spending already enacted.
Part is based on outlay control tor detense and non-
defense in the tuture.

For defense. the fiscal 1986 sequestration that 1ok
place 1 March establishes the base for CBO outvear
projections. The $104 billion fiscal 1991 deticit
assumes no real growth in defense (or nondefense)
appropriattons above this base. Thus, with no further
cuts but no real growth. the deficit is expected to
decline by one-halt over the next tive years.

The Reagan administration’s tiscal 1987 budget
requests 3 percent real growth for defense. The outlay
difterence for fiscal 1987 between the Reagan budget
and CBO baseline i> nonexistent (as a result of technical
estimation differences). but it widens to almost $40 bil-
lton by fiscal 1991, Thus. assuming no further attempts
to meet the Gramm-Rudman-Hollings deficit targets.
there will still be a serious prospect of no real growth in
defense.

The more threatening scenario assumes the
climination of deficits by fiscal 1991, This means nega-
tive growth for the defense budget. In fiscal 1987, tor
example. the sequestration formuly under Gramm-
Rudman-Hollings required. under current CBO projec-
tions. a $10.7 billion outlay reduction below the fiscal
1986 base. This means. in turn, an approximately $21
billion reduction in budget authority. with especially
targe cuts in procurement and RDT&E needed to gener-
ate the necessary savings (see table 8). This sequestra-
tion would apply to the fiscal 1986 postsequestration
base. with no adjustments for intlation or other factors.
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Table 8
Projected Fiscal 1987 Automatic Defense
Sequestration (in billions of dollars)

Spending Fstimarcd
Authorin? Ourlay
Departinent of Defense. Military
Military personnel $43 2
Operations and mamtenance 4.7 7
Procurement X3 [
Rescarch. development, test.
and evaluation 22 1.2
Military construction 0s 0
Family housing and other 0.3 (.2
Subtotal. DOD oS 0.3
Atomic Energy
Detense Actvitios 05 03
Other Detense-reluted Activities 0.1 R
Toal $211 Sts

*Includes new budget authority tor fiscal FOX7 and unobligated bal
ances from previous vears.

Source: Congressional Budget Ottice. The Economic and Budyget
Cutlook: Fiscal Years 19877991 (Washington, DC: Congressional
Budget Oftice. 1986). p. 96,

The total reduction from 1986 appropriation levels
would be 1.8 percent tor defense programs. and the
reduction in real terms would be ¢ven greater since
there would be no inflation adjustments for fiscal
1987

The Supreme Court has. in eftect. made 1t impos-
sible to implement a nondiscretionary sequestradon.
Any sequestration now attempted. barring of course a
statutory accommaodation for Gramm-Rudman-Hollings,
will have to be in the form of a joint resolution passed
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by Congressy and signed by the President. If Congress
were to attempt to tollow the origimal sequestration pro-
cedure. the cuts for detense. as shown in table 8. would
be severe.

A fiscal yvear sequestration that follows the
Gramm-Rudman-Hollings formula would be ditficult
and paintul. It could not be accomplished without major
program reductions or cancellations. This prospect, and
the general congressional attitude on defense speading.
has led a number of detense supporters in Congress to
the conclusion that protecting the current baseline over
the next several years is about the best that can be done
in the absence of budget policy chunges in other areas.
But even protecting the current baseline will foree
choices between specitic weapons systems,

Budget Policy Options

The tuture of detense budgets s closely finked 10 over-
all budget policy. There is now a realistic prospect that
tuture budget deficits can be reduced or even elimi-
nated. and this prospect provides the starting point tor
budget policy options. There ure. in cttfect. difterent
routes toward the Gramm-Rudman-Hollings objective.
and their pohtical and policy costs vary dramatically.

Option 1. The sequestration formula under Gramm-
Rudman-Hollings can be implemented by joint resolu-
tion. thereby avoiding the constitutional problem of the
General Accounting Otfice. The tiscal year cuts for
detense and nondefense spending. however. would be
quite severe. It is highly unlikely that Congress would
ignore the S0-50 sphit between detense and nondefense
speading cuts that was agreed to Jast vear. ltis even
more unlikely that the President would agree to the
defense cuts that would emerge trom any concervable
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sequestration package. The joint resolution procedure
gives the President additional room o maneuver as far
as speaitic detense cuts are concerped. certamndy much
more room than is provided by the ortginal sequestra-
ton tormula. This additional tlexability s probably
beside the poat, however, since the President as almost
certain to veto ajoint resotution that cuts detense befow
the 1986 base.

Deadlock between the Prestdent und Congress
would not eliminate the defense-nondetense trude-ofts.
Instead. any presidential etfort to move defense above
the zero real growth buseline would probably be
matched by congressional attempts (o get cquivatent
treatment tor nondetense spending . It 1y possible. then,
to get modest real growth in defense, but as long as the
bargaining is contined to spending policy. nondetense
spending will be hard to control.

Option 11 A sccond option adds revenues 1o the
negotiating table. The President has insisted. ot course.
on overall revenue neutrahity for any major tax bills. but
there have been several minor tax increases since 1982,
The fiscal 1987 budget estimates that receipts will be
approximately 19 percent of GNP by the end of the dec-
ade. Under both the President’s budget and current
CBO estimates. the cap between outlavs and receipts. in
terms of GNP will be less thun two percentage points
by the early 1990s. This would be equivalent to approx-
imately $100 billhion.

The crucial point s that budget receipts can be
increased without violating the 20 percent of GNP ceil-
ing. which served as the President’s ongimal goal. ™ The
trade-off i this instance would not be between defense
and nondetense spending but between defense and reve-
nues. Congress huas an etfective veto over the former.

o it kbt
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The President has g veto over the latter. An option that
combines deficit reducthon. modest real detense
increases. and an overall “size of government”” i keep-
ing with the President’s preterences s theretore within
reuch.

Option H1. 1t is also possible that the President and
Congress will use their respective vetoes on annual
appropriations bills, rather than tryving to fashion agree-
ment on a comprehensive spending tand revenue) pack-
age. The consequences for the defense budget in this
case are castly predictable. Difterentiad controllabiliny
will essentially dictate that short-term cuts be concen-
trated in readiness uccounts, but fong-term reductions
will be most severe in RDT&E and the weapons svs-
tems slated to move into production over the next sev-
cral vears. The best that the President can do in un
appropriations war is to protect most of the current
basefine. certainly not to expand it in directions identi-
fied by the fiscal 1987 budget.

One point that should be stressed is that an absence
of budget restraint does not mean that detense budgets
will prosper. The 1970~ saw unparalleied spending
growth: 1t was also a time when the defense budget did
quite poorly. Outlays as percentage of GNP went up by
more than {0 percent between 1970 and 1980, but the
detense-GNP fevel dropped by almost 40 percent. Since
1980, the defense-GNP level Gias risen by almost 25
percent. while the corresponding outlay level ha,
remained fairly stable. ™

It is possible to project moderate, sustained defense
increases into the 1990s within the context of tightly
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controlled budgets. In order to do so. however. muar-
ainal revenue increases will almost certamly be neces-
suryv. The Reagan detense program can be preserved.
and the fikely price appears much more aceeptable than
would have seemed possible in 1981,

An agreement between the President and Congress
along these hnes would have an additional and. accord-
ing to detense experts, invaluable benefit: stabtlizing
detense tunding. Secretary Weinberger has complained.
“*Neither the Department of Detense nor anvone el
can manage a rational or etficient modernization pro-
gram when budget resources chunge unpredictably trom
vear to year, much less so when they do so from month
to month. " The Army’s joint posture statement in
1987 echoed Weinberger's complaint about ““the erratic
and inconsistent levels of tfunding [that] complicate the
efforts of the Army to previde a consistent and steady
progrrn. 7 The simple tact is that erratic defense
funding 1s the direct result of overall budget instability.
Reducing that instability makes it possible to sustain
modest growth in defense budgets.

President Reagan is in a unique position at this
point. He can achieve what was counsidered impossible
buck in 1981 —long-term growth in defense. along with
a reduction in the relative size of the spending budget
and a balanced budget. The revenue trade-oft would be
marginal. By carmarking revenues for defense. more-
over. the President will have protected his defense pro-
grams  against the kind of domestic spending
competition that typically prevails in Congress. The
result could be a decade of substantial real detense
growth. From any perspective. this would represent one
of the most important budget policy accomplishments of
the modern era.
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MANPOWER AND PERSONNEL POLICY
IN THE REAGAN YEARS

David R. Segal
Nathan L. Hibler

R()NALI) REAGAN'S FIRST TERM in the White
House tollowed a decade of dramatic change in the
American military. In the wake of an increasingly
unpopular and ultimately unsuccesstul war in Southeast
Asid. support tor the detense budget and tor military
conscription had declined in the American population.
although the military institution jtself continued to be
held in high regard.! The willingness of young males to
serve 1n the malitary had also declined during the
1970s.- The Gl Bill. which had provided educational
benetits to veterans who had served in World War 11,
the Korean war. the Cold Waur period. and the Vietnam
war. had been allowed to lapse in 1976, Perhaps most
umportant, after decades of debate. America had ended
its tempestuous atfair with military conscription i 1973
and in its place had chosen to maintan an all-volunteer
military svstem. using labor market dynamices 1o bring
people into the armed torees.*

The conversion to an all-volunteer toree had
numerous implications for manpower and personnel pol-
icy bevond the basic change in accession processes. It
made the manning of the torce dependent upon estab-
lishing and maintaining entry-level military pay levels
comparable to entry-level pav in the civilian sector for
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voung men and women with the quulifications the
armed forces sought. in order o allow the military o
compete etftectively in the labor market. Entry-level
military pay was in fact comparable to entrv-level civil-
wan pay in 1973, when the all-volunteer torce was born.
However. a series of pay caps on general schedule civil
service compensation in the 19705, to which military
compensation had been tied. made the armed torces
increasingly less competitive through the decade.
Indeed. by the end of the decade. entryv-level military
puy wis below the Federal minimum wage.

This untavorable market posture made the armed
forces inereasingly dependent for manpower on those
sepments of the population most disadvantaged in the
civilian labor force—women and minority males --who
would see military service as a deswrable form of
employment even it military pay were not truly compar-
able to civilian pay. since they were in an untavorable
competitive posiiton in the civilian labor market.* and
on clements of the population with lower gquahitications
than the armed forces actually desired. who were also in
an untavorable position in the civilian fubor market.
This latter factor was aggravated by the fact that tn 1976
the armed services began using a new selection and
classification test. the scoring of which had been mis-
calibrated at the lower end of the scale. This caused the
Services to bring in a far targer proportion of lower
miental aptitude recruits during the late 1970s than they
were aware of at the ume. These recrunts. in turn. dis-
proportionately elected to remain n the Service. and are
now overrepresented among mideareer personnel. FThe
conversion to an all-volunteer toree also shifted the mix
ol citizen-soldiers and carcer military personne! in favor
of the careerists, incereasing the proportion of personnel
who would ultimately draw nondisability retired pay.
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The initial successes in manning the all-volunteer
torce were mixed. and the fortunes of the torce declined
through the decade of the 19708, accompanied by con-
cerns about the increasing overrepresentation ot minor-
ities in the force.™ the increasing utilization of women.®
and a decline in the representation of smart high school
graduates in the enlisted ranks.” These changes in man-
power posture were accompanied by a series of inci-
dents that raised questions about whether the force
could perform essential nulitary missions.™ In Septem-
ber 1979, the Carter administation revealed that more
than 2.000 Soviet cemvat troops had been inserted into
Cuba. and siaed that this was unacceptable. The
Soviets refused even to admit that the troops were there.
Two months later the US embassy in Tehran was seized
and its personnel were taken hostage.

Although US naval forces were massed in the Ara-
bian Sea, the Ayatollah Khomeini's statement that the
United States would not engage in a large military oper-
ation was borne out. and when a military rescue was
ultimately attempted on 25 April 1980, 1t was aborted
with a loss of eight American lives. And in December
1979. the Soviet Union, for the first time since the end
of World War Il used its troops outside of Eastern
Europe. sending 85.000 personnel into Afghanistan.
They are sull there.

The month following the Soviet invasion. in an
attempt to demonstrate America’s resolve. President
Carter. who in 1977 had spoken in tuvor of universal
national service. anacuanced i his State of the Union
address his intention to reinstate draft registration.
which Gerald Ford had put into ““deep standby™ in 1975,
and to register both men and women. The President hud
the authority to order registration if he deemed it neces-
sary but was dependent on the Congress tor the funds to
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do so. ond be did not have authority to begin induc-
tions. The issue of draft registration in general was sull
controversial 1n 1980, and the notion of registering
women was more 0. The Congress did not authorize
funds for registration until June 1980, and did not tund

the registration of women. The first registration, of

males only, did not take place until July. Rallies. teach-
ins. and marches against the draft. as well as challenges
to registration in the courts. began immediately. Four
months later. Ronald Reagan. who had taken a position
against registration in the course ot his election cam-
paign. was elected President. Candidate Reagan had
declared himselt opposed to a peacetime draft. He had
criticized President Carter's decision on dratt registra-
tion. His platform had called tor the repeal of registra-
tion. However. he inherited the mission of improving a
weak military nianpawer posture.

Ronald Reagan’s first term as President saw a
reversal trom his campaign position on draft registra-
tion: opposition to and vacillation about the Carter

administration’s policies regarding the utilization of

women in the armed forces: a virtual disappearance of
policy debate on the issue of racial representation in the
armed forces: vacillation regarding the reestablishment
ot G Bill educational benetits: and resistance o strong
pressures {ron: the Congress and from within the admin-
istration for - hanges in an increasingly expensive mili-
tary retitement system. The net effect of the new
administration’s military manpower policies. such as
increased enhisted pay. recruiting resources. and educa-
tional incentives tor enlistment. coupled with factors
external to the military but consequential for it such as
declining Federal aid for higher education and increased
youth unemployment. produced marked improvements
in the quality of recruits and of reenlistments in the
early 1980s

e o —— .
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Selective Service Registration in the Reagan Years

For the tirst year of Ronald Reagan’s presidency. poitcy
regarding Selective Service registrution was ambiguous.
The past President had asked for it. the Congress had
tunded 1it, and the newly elected President had won on a
platform opposing it. In the face of this ambiguity,
compliance with the registration requirements wis low.,
and through most of 1981, no attempt was made to
prosecute noncompliers. Antidratt activities continued.
primarily on college and university campuses.
However. on 1 July 1981, the President established a
Military Manpower Task Force, under the chairmanship
of the Secretary of Defense, and on 7 January 1982 he
announced that he would continue registration. and that
after a grace period. noncompliers would be pros-
ecuted.” The current law simply requires young men to
fill out a registration form tavailable at the Post Ottice)
within 30 days of their 18th birthdays. It does not
require them to be examined or classitied. Failure to
register leaves young men liable to imprisonment for up
to tive years and up to a $10.000 fine.

During late 1981 and early 1982, compliance was
eticited primarily through publicity attempting to remind
voung men what the legal requirements of registration
were. Actual enforcement of the law was ““passive.””
limited to nonregistrants who were reported by others or
who defiantly brought themselves to the attention of the
authorities. In December 1981, the Congress authorized
a more active enforcement program. In June 1982, the
Justice Department announced that it was considering
prosecution of about 160 young men who had failed to
register tfor the draft. and by March 1983, there had
been 14 indictments. ' [n addition, attempts have been
made to link citizenship rights to the obligation to
register. Since July 1983, for example. under the
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Solomon Amendment. registration compliance has been
required of students who seek Federal education loans.
grants. or ecmployment assistance. This requirement has
been one of the most controversial aspects of the syvs-
tem.

Compliance with the current registration system
seems comparable to the experience of earlier Selective
Service registrations, which were conducted during war-
time or Cold War periods. More than 93 percent of
those required to register eventually do so although
many do not do so within the legally required time
himits. " And while the rate of comphance appears high,
it makes literally hundreds of thousands of young men
criminals through noncompliance. Under current
enforcement procedures. noncompliers are extremely
unlikely to be prosecuted. and if prosecuted. are likely
to receive only token pumishment.

Most important. while maintaining Selective Serv-
ice registration. the Reagan administration has con-
tinued to assert its dependence upon. and the success of.
the all-volunteer military force. Indeed. in early
November 1983, Secretary of Defense Caspar Wein-
berger announced that “*from today it will not be the
policy of the Department of Detense to speak about our
military as the all-volunteer armed torces. From todayv,
that can go without saying. "'~ Clearly. the strong pret-
erence of the administration is to refrain from a military
draft.

Women in the Military

The advent of the all-volunteer force tAVF). and in par-
ticular the recruiting shortages experienced during the
late 1970s. heralded an era of much greater participation
by women in the armed torces of the United States.
Prior to the AVE. women had been relegated furgely to




Manponver amd Personned Poliex o the Reagan Years 2

the traditionally temale roles of clerical, admimistrative.
and medical support. They had at umes been excluded
from service or restricted to auxiliary branches or gen-
der-segregated branches. They had been excluded trom
the military academies and other officer accession pro-
grams. They served under a limit on the proportion of
the force they could comprise. There were fimits on the
rank they could attain. They received different fumily
and retirement benefits from men. And they were
excluded by statute (for the Air Force and Navy) and by
regulation (for the Army) from serving in combat
specialties.

In the 1960s. faced with the manpower pressures
of the Vietnam war and the domestic turbulence of the
women's movement, the Defense Department had
created a task force on the utifization of women in the
Services, and in 1967, partly on the recommendations
of that task force. several provisions of existing legisla-
tion were changed. A 2-percent limitation on female
enlisted strength was removed. Women for the first time

were allowed to be promoted to the permanent rank of

colone! and to be appointed as flag-rank officers. Gen-
der differences in retirement benefits were also
eliminated.

The 1967 legislation did not create gender equality
of service conditions. It left intact gender-segregated
promotion systems in all Services except the Air Foree.
which as the newest Service had only one system tfrom
its beginning. It left women in the Army in a gender-

segregated corps. It did not redress unequal treatment of

dependents of male and female personnel. And it con-
tinued to exclude women from the Service academies
although the Reserve Officer Training Corps. which is
the main source of officer accessions, was opened to
women in 1970 by the Air Force and in 1972 by the




2 David B Sceal and Nathan 1. Hibler

Army and Navy. The Gates Commission, which
developed the blueprint for the atl-volunteer torce.
assutned that temale personnel would not be necded.
However. by the time the Congress passed the Equal
Rights Amendment in 19720 after rejecting an amend-
ment that would have excluded women from consenp-
tton. the militury services were planning major increases
in their utilization of women. And as recruiting became
more ditticult during the 19708010 was necessary o
expand both the number of women in the Services and
the type of traiming and assignment opportunities avail-
able to them.# Thus. major changes in the utilizanon of
women 1n the armed forces took place in the decade
prior to Ronald Reagan’s election.

Number of military women. The Department of

Detense. and to a great degree the nation as a whole,
has historically been opposed to a tully gender-inte-
grated torce. Federal statute precludes women trom
serving on combat aircratt or nuval vessels on combat
misstons. and Army regulations constrain the utilization
of women in ground combat operations.' This resist-
ance to a gender-blind torce has resulted in women in
the Army being limited in their opportunity to serve in
units or Military Occupational Specialties (MOS) that
would subject them to the hazards of direct combat. 1tis
the exclusion of women trom units and MOSs that are
critical to the conduct of operations within ““main battle
areas’” that has had the greatest impact on the number
of women serving both on active duty and in the
reserves.

The early vears of the all-volunteer force saw a
quadrupling of the utiltization of women in the US
armed forces. At the end of fiscal year (FY) 1973—the
year the all-volunteer force was born—there were about
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43.000 enlisted women on active duty: about 2.2
percent of the total enhisted torce. At the end of tiscal
vear 1973, there were 95,000 enlisted women on active
duty: about 5.3 percent of the force. At the end of fiscal
yeuar 1978, 117.000 women constituted 6.6 percent of
the enfisted torce. and in December 19800 151 000
women made up 8.8 percent of the enlisted torce. The
Carter administration’s policy had been to continue this
increase. which had been projected 1o reach 12 percent
of the torce by the mid-1980s. with 223,700 enlisted
women and 30,600 female otticers serving in the armed
forees.

The Reagan administrauion inherited the plans and
programs ot the Carter administration that called tor
increased utilization of women in the armed torces.
Under a Carter admimstration plan, Army female
anhsted end strength would have reached 87.500 by fis-
cal year 1986, up trom the tiscal year 1980 level of
60.000. Soon after President Reagan’s inauguration.
both the Army and the Air Force announced that pre-
vious plans to increase female end strengths by 1986
had been shelved in tavor of either smaller increases or
a wholesale freeze on female force size. The Air Foree

announced plans to reduce the increase in number of

female airmen substantially. The Army announced that
it intended to “"hold the fine™™ or stabilize the recruiting

of women in order to maintain a female end strength of

65.000. This freezing of temale recruiting levels did not
reduce the number of women serving. but terminated
the increase in female representation. Subsequently. the
Army established the Women-in-the-Army (WITA)
Policy Review Group to study the impact that the
increased number of temale soldiers was having on mil-
itary readiness.

The first policy change implemented as a result of

the WITA study was to eliminate the “"hold the line™”

ottt i



TR e

212 David R Scead and Nathan 1 Hiblo

philosophy and call tor an increase in the number ot
women in the Army from 65,000 10 70,000 over a tive-
year pertod beginning in September 1982 In tact. by 30
March 1985, there were 77,617 women serving in the
Army. comprising 9.97 percent of the force. The
increasing number of women in the Army has been used
to support the positions of both the Departinent of the
Army . which argues that females are being utlized o
the maximum extent possible. and by critics. who argue
that the Army has merely increased the raw number of
temale soldiers without improving their career oppor-
tunities.

An investigation of trends in the accession ot
women in the Army since the beginning of the Carter
administration is revealing. It we look at changes in the
accession rates rather than total female content rates
(because accessions are considered to reflect policy at
the time and to produce the desired end strength in
future vears). during fiscal vear 1977 to fiscal vear 1985
there was a slight upward gradient in female nonprior
service accessions. However, using a least-squares sta-
tistical analysis. when we disaggregate this trend 1o
reflect changes under each administration. we tind that
the line for the Carter years has a steep upward slope.
while that for the Reagan years has a moderate down-
ward slope. The slight upward slope of the trend tor
1977-1985 is attected by both of these hnes. but masks
their ditferences.

It must be remembered that due to pay lags. pay
freezes, and a national distaste for military service dur-
ing the Carter vears. the administration found it neces-
sary to increase the number of female enlistees to
compensate for shortages in male recruitment. a posi-
tion that made it appear responsive to demands from the
women's movement for equality of opportunity. It
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would appear that at least for the tiest five vears ot the
Reagan administration, with slitary compensation han -
ing been increased. vouth unemployment on the rise.
and military service having become o more desirable
form of emplovment. the US Army has been able essen-
tially to hold the hine™™ on temale accesstons and sus
tain the needed levels of accessions by drawing on its
traditional source of manpower.

Utifization of military women. The ease with which
women can enter the armed torces and particularly the
Army has been reduced during the Reagan admimistra-
ton. Women appear 1o face two hurdles when attempt-
ing to serve the nation i a military capacty: first. they
must be amony the most highly quahitied apphicants.,
and sccondly. they ure restricted 1 enlisting tor certan
types of mihitary occupational speculties

Throughout the history of the United States armed
forces., women have never knowingly been allowed to
serve in those jobs that require direct combat with an
enemy. or in jobs that might. in the event of hostilities.
place them in a position of direct combat with an
enemy. The argument has been made that women an a
mamn battle area present a threat to the cohesiveness or
“male bonding process™ that serves to promote
increased combat ettectiveness " Empirical evidence
has been sparse in support ot this proposition, and other
rescarchers have argued that commonality of experience
s more important than homogencity ot gender in pro-
ducing cohesion. ™ Neverthelfess. the armed forees have
in the past and do sl todas continue o restrict women
to those job categories not Hikely to expose them o
direct oftensive combat operations. although they have
not been removed trom situations i which they are
likely to come under enemy tire. Given that the primary

[
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task ot the armed torces s the conduct of direct combut
operations, women are etfectively ruled out ot the
largest number of job opportunities. but not necessarils

job categories. and their career opportumties are con-

strained.

During the Reagan admunistration. the Department
of Detense has reduced the number of job categories in
which women are allowed to serve. while procluming
increased training opportunities for women in the armed
forces. '™ Durnng the autumn of 19820 based on the
WITA policy review. the Army sought and recenved
Department ot Detense support tor the closing ot 23
MOSs to women. Among those closed at that tume
were: S4E. nuclear. biological. and chemical wartare
specialist: 67T, tactical transportation heheopter
repairer: and 17B. field artitlery radar crewmember.
This action was based upon a Department of the Army
study that reevaluated the upper body strength require-
ments tor proper MOS performance and the potential
tor direct combat exposure by soldiers serving an all
MOSs. This type of reevaluation is not without prece-
dent. However, by October 1983, the Depuartment of the
Army had decided that 13 of the original 23 MOSs
could be pertormed by women. Among those reopened
were S4E and 67T, as well ay 62G. quartying spectalist.
and ten others.,

This reversal was not due to a reduction in upper
body strength requirements but to two other factors:
first. the public response to the closing of career oppor-
tunities to women was very vocal and very negative,
and secondly. the tact that the Army was experiencing
personnel shortages within some of the MOSs that were
closed. As Deputy Chiet of Staft tor Personnel. Licu-
tenant General Robert Elton explained. ""Some people
with the MOSs will be in torward battle arcas but jobs
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are avartable for women that would not huve such a
high probuabihity ot combat. ™™ This would appear 1o
contradict the histonicat combat exclusion policy and
allow for the incluston of vomen in combat arcas when-
ever and wherever needed. The Reagan administration
throughout its entire term has maintained support tor the
combat exclusion policy . However. it would appear that
maapower requirements rather than gender considera-
tons arce the eritical tactors in decisions regarding the
use of women in certain MOSs.

The pomnt was perhaps made more dramaticalls in
October 1983 when more than two dozen Air Foree
women participated in the mvasion of Grenada and
landed during the first hours of combat. while US para-
troopers were still engaging hosale Cuban soldiers at
Point Sulinus airport. An Air Foree ofticial noted that
“To have excluded an aircraft from the nussion simph
because there was 4 womun on board would have
lessened our response and reduced our effectiveness.

The future of women in the armed forces. The
future of women in the armed forces appears to rest on
two tactors: pressure tor equatl opportunity of service.
and nulitary need. Of these two factors, it wowa wppear
likely that due to the dectine in the size of the primary
military age-cligible male manpower pool into the
1990s. there may in fact be an increased need for
women to meet national detense requirements. This
could well result 1 an aincreased recruitment ettort
directed at the young women of Amernica. While this
increase 1n need would result in quantitative changes in
the use of women. it would not necessarily result in
structural changes that would equalize training and
career opportunitics. As long as the Services are able to
recruit enough men to fill those specialties and units
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most likely to engage in direct combat. there appears to
be little chance. under the current administration, tor
women to enter those traditionatly masculine roles nec-
essary tor the conduct of combat operations.

In short. us long as women are not needed in large
numbers 1o peacetime and we ure willing o overlook
the tacts that personnel from noncombat roles are tre-
quently ased to till vacancies in combat units under
wartime conditions. and that combat support units ure
fthely 1o find themselves in hosule fire zones in future
wars, qualitative opportunities tor women will be him-
ited. Most assaredly. women will play an increasing
role in the nation’s defense. but the rate of increase is
likelv to be slow enough to negate any structural or pol-
iy changes toward women within the Department of
Detense. unless we need to mobilize for a major war,
which case we will have to learn how to make effective
use of larger numbers of female personnel-—perhaps 1n
combuat specialties—literally under the gun.

Race in the Military
Ronald Reagan has taken a ditferent approach o the uti-
lization of women in the military trom hmmy Carter’s.
but issues regarding the utilization of women i combat,
and the conseription of women should we return to the
dratt. have not gone away. Indeed. these were both con-
cerns when the Congress debated the Equal Rights
Amendment in 1983 By contrast, the issue of the over-
representation and utilization of ractal and cthnic minor-
ities in the military . which was o cause célébre during
the cardy vears of the AVE, has virtually disappeared in
the T980s.

Like women. blacks have at various times been
excluded from the American military. placed in segre-
vated units. excluded trom combat spectalties. been

- s
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subjected to quotas. and been restricted 1n their access
to officer commissions and their opportunities to attain
positions of command. The armed torces were racially
integrated during the cra of the Korean Police Action,
however. and prior to the advent of the all-volunteer
torce. blacks had reached a level of representation in the
military roughly proportional to their representation in
society.

The Gates Commission. which had not anticipated
any utilization of women in the all-volunteer force. had
also anticipated that the end of conscription would not
produce any change in the racial composition ot the
force. However. between 1972 and 1983, black repre-
sentation increased from 11 percent of all active duty
personnel to about 19 percent. and the overrepresenta-
tion was particularly severe in ground combat units that.
in the event of war. would take a disproportionate share
of casualties and tatalities. Morcover. a large number of
reflections of anstitutional racial discrimination were
identified ! and attempts were made to correct them.
The issue of racial discrimination received a great deal
of visibility, and evidence suggests that significant
progress was made. =

Racial discrimination has been reduced. but not
eliminated in the all-volunteer force ot the 19805
Unlike the issue of gender roles. however, it has
achieved virtual ivisibility in the policy arena in the
Reagan years.

The GI Bill

Both the Cold War GI Bill and the “"new GI Bill™" of
1985 represent a radical departure from the original
intent of the World War Il and Korean-era Serviceman’s
Readjustment Assistance Acts—the original GI Bills—
which was to provide a means of higher education or
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training to those citizens who had had their hives dis-
rupted by conscription during wartime. The original Gi
Bill established a system of postservice rewards for con-
tributing to the defense of the nation. The original Gl
Bill was not created until after the cessation of hos-
tilities. and played no role in providing an incentive to
enlist during the war years.

The Cold War GI Bill was the first educational
benefit program offered to personnel who did not serve
in wartime (although it was extended through the Viet-
nam war), and was demonstrated to be a major enlist-
ment iwcentive.™ The Department of Defense lost this
inducement when the Cold War GI Bill expired in 1977,
To compensate for this loss, the Carter administration
created the Veterans Educational Assistance Program
(VEAP). mitially a two-for-one contributory program
whereby the Department of Defense would contribute
two dollars for postservice education for every dollar
the veteran contributed. up to a maximum benefit of
$8.100 for a three or four-year enlistment. The Depart-
ment of the Army had gone on record as wanting
“new GI Bill,”" a position opposed by the other serv-
tces. which felt that a GI Bill gave the Army an unfair
recruiting advantage. The VEAP did not meet with very
much success during its first five years of life. To com-
pensate for the low value of the onginal program. the
Department of the Army began to experiment with addi-
tional VEAP programs. such as “"Super-VEAP. " aiso
known as the Army College Fund. and “"Ultra-VEAP ™

These programs were able to increase the value of

the VEAP up to a maximum of $20.100. an amount
commensurate with the Cold War GI Bill. Through
these programs. the Army was able to increase the
overall VEAP value through the addition of non-
contributory bonuses and thereby remain competitive in
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the recruiting field. It was this program of VEAP.
Super-VEAP, and Ultra-VEAP that the Reagan admin-
istration inherited 1n 1981,

The Reagan years. The Reagan administration
came into office with a fuvorable disposition toward a
new Gl Bill designed to replace the VEAP. Within days
of the 1981 inauguration. the Services rekindled their
mutual rivalry over the need for a Gl Bill. The Army
made the reinstitution of the Gl Bill its number-one leg-
islative priority for 1981, despite the objections of the
Navy. which felt a ““recruiting war™™ might erupt to the

detriment of both Services.”® The Department of

Defense mediated this dispute by requesting that Con-
gress delay any GI bill fegislaton until DOD had an
opportunity to experiment with alternative educational
incentive packages and to study the fiscal impact that
any new Gl Bill would have. DOD initially requested
that Congress delay any action on a new Gl Bill for one
veur.

In March of 1982, the Department of Detense
anpounced that the administration had determined that
the most cost-effective way of recruiting and retaining
personnel was through the VEAP system, and not
through a new GI Bill. It was also felt that the current
and projected pay increases for the armed torces would
provide an additional enlistment and reenlistment incen-
tive and thereby reduce the need for any additional
postservice educational benefits as a means of recruit-
ment and retention. This policy contlicted greatly with
the desires of the House Armed Services Military Per-
sonne!l and Compensation Subcommittee. which
strongly favored passage of a new Gl Bill. But the
administration did recerve tacit support trom the Con-
gressional Budget Office. which reported that the most
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costly type of educational benefit was a new Gl Bill
with transferability of benefits. Given congressional
desires and the Reagan administration’s reluctance, little
action was taken on a new G Bill for the next two
years. although there was continuous pressure for such a
bill.

The New Gl Bill. By Getober 1984, under congres-
stonal pressure, the administration had agreed to imple-
ment a "New Gl Bill™" beginning 1 July 1985, As with
VEAP. this new program is contributory. with the Serv-
ice veteran contributing $100 per month for 12 months
while DOD varies its contribution based on the length
ot service of the veteran. Unlike VEAP. this contribu-
tion 1> not refundable if the personnel do not seek post-
service training or education. The New Gl Bill contains
provisions tor reduced noncontributory educational ben-
etits tor noncollege graduate members of the Selected
Reserve. Initially. the program will allow participants to
draw 4 $250 benetit per month tor 36 months when
enlisting for two vears and $300 benefit per month tor a
three-vear enlistment.

Also. at the discretion of the Secretary of Detense.
those enlisting in critical-skill MOSs may receive up to
$400 per month 1n additional benefits and those who

reenlist for o minimum of five years or serve a total of

eight years may receive another benetfit of up to $300
per month, or $600 it they serve in critical MOSs. To
rematn competitive in recruiting, the Department of the
Navy. with DOD support. created the “*Sea College
Fund™ to counteract the recruiting advantage the Army
realized with its “*College Fund.” Both of these pro-
grams provide the respective Services with the formal
authority to award the discretionary $400 per month
benefit to those recruits deemed qualified. 1t is surmised
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by the Army. and more recently the Navy, that this
additional $14.400 in total benefits will provide a sutti-
cient tncentive to highly qualified. college-bound indi-
viduals to choose one Service over the other ond o
enlist tor training in a critical MOS.

The furure of the New Gl Bill. 1t has been esti-
mated by the Congressional Budget Ottice (CBO) that
the cost of the New GI Bill will be anywhere from the
administration’s estimate of $621 million to the CBO

estimate ot $435 milhon over the three-year litespan of

the program.-® It appears as though the lifespan of the
New GI Bill may be cut short due 1o the budgetars
reductions predicated by the requirements of the
Gramm-Rudman-Hollings Emergency Deticit Reduction
Act. The fiscal year 1987 budget submitted by the Rea-
gan administration deletes funding for the New GI Bill.
This appears to be in response to both budgetary con-
straints and the seeming ease with which mid-1980s
recruiting quotas arc being met (although the Army was

unable to meet its recruiting goals during the winter of

1985/86).

However. both the Army and the Navy have
pressed for continuation of the New Gl Bill. and Key
congressional committees seem sympathetic to their
position and oppose this element of the President’s
budget. Moreover. the total budget has tailed to receive
congressional approval. In summary then. it would
appear that the fate of the New GI Bill is dependent on
two tuctors: first. the ability of the Reagan administra-
tion to overcome congressional support for the con-
tinued funding of the New GI Bill: and secondly. the
ability of the Services to meet recruiting quotas while
offering fewer postservice education benefits as an in-
ducement to enlist.

.
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The Military Retirement System

Congress began informally promising (although ftre-
quently not providing) nondisability retirement pensions
tor military personnel as tur back as 178077 It was not
until 1906, after veterans of the Civil War had reached
old age. that Congress enacted a nondisability retire-
ment system by defining attainment of the age of 62 as
proot of disability under the provisions of the Civil War
disability retirement system. Pensions for reasons of
disability had been established in 1776. The military
retirement system evolved piccemeal thereatter untit the
late 1940s. when tiie Congress coditied what is today
the foundation of the uniformed services nondisability
retirement system in the Career Compensation Act of
1949,

The modern retirement system. created during the
post-World War Il vears, provided for the voluntary
retirement of enlisted personnel atter 20 vears of active
service and officers atter 20 years of service with ten of
those vears served in a commissioned status. The
amount of the pension under this svstem was to be com-
puted by multiplying basic pay at the time of retirement
by the number of vears served (minimum of 20) times
025 up to 4 maximum of 75 percent of basic pay. From
1948 until 1980. only minor alterations to this system
were made to allow for adjustments in the method of
calculation of the basic pay multiplier. inclusion of the
Reserve forces. and provision for semiannual cost-of-
living adjustments (COLA) based on the Consumer
Price Index (CPD.

The retirement system is very generous by civilian
standards for those who serve 20 years or more. It is
cqually penurious for those who serve less than 20
years. They get virtually nothing. As the military retired
rolls swelled with veterans of World War 11, the Korean
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war, and most recently the Vietnam war. the retirement
system grew increasingly expensive. and is projected to
continue to grow, since military personnel who retire
after 20 years of active duty will on the average draw
pensions for more years than they served on active duty.
During the 1970s, eight major studies suggested drastic
changes in the system.-%

The last tew months of the Carter adnunistration
saw the inclusion in the Department of Detense Author-
tzation Act of 1981 of a provision that military and
Civil Service pensions be adjusted semiannually for
cost-of-living increases at the same rate and at the same
time. The Act of 1981 also saw a radical change in the
method ot calculation of the imitial pensions. Pre-
viously. basic pay at the time of retirement was used tor
computation. but the 1981 Act stipulated that the aver-
age of the highest three vears of basic pay be used. It
was this basic nondisability retirement system. moditied
by the Act of 1981, that President Reagan inherited with
his first inauguration.

The Reagan vears. Candidate Reagan had stated
during the 1980 campaign that he did “"not favor aban-
doning the present semiannual indexing™™ of Federal
retirement benefits.*” This campaign promise proved to
be one of the first to fall to the budget axe. The fiscal
year 1982 Budget Reconciliation Act. enacted on |3
August 1981, replaced the semiannual COLA for Fed-
eral pensions with an annual COLA, stll based on the
CPIL. Along with this major shift in inflation prol’cctiun
adjustments. the fiscal year 1982 act extended the time
between COLA increases by varying amounts to allow
for increased budgetary savings. The amount of the
COLA was also adjusted to correct for the tact that dur-
ing previous years when active duty pay rates were

e a sttt
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frozen. retired pay was automatically adjusted to com-
pensate tor inflation. This hud resulted in pensioners
etfectively increasing their retirement benefits relative
to the active torces.

Fiscal year 1985 saw a second major change in the
military nondssability retirement system. Prior o fiscal
vear 1985, tunding for the retirement system was based
on an intergenerational (pay-as-you-go) approach. payv-
ing for current outlays of retired pay through current
appropriations. From tiscal vear 1985 on. the Depart-
ment of Detense 1s required to fund the reurement sys-
tem using an advance tunding concept and an accruul
accounting technique. so that money is ““banked™™ from
current appropriations to be used toward subsequent
retired pay of personnel currently on active duty. This
new method of funding and accounting will atlow cur-
rent budgets to retlect the impact of manpower and
force policy decisions on retirement costs. It will also
protect retirement benefits from attempts to generate
short-term budgetary savings through appropriation
cuts. This change appears to be in response to the pro-
Jected costs of the retirement system tor the next 20
years.

The future of the nondisability retirement svstem.
Currently. one out of three enlisted personne! and
roughly three out of five officers who reach tive vears
of active service will eventually draw nondisability
retirement benefits. ™ The carcer component of the
active torce (those with over five vears of service) has
been growing since the late 1970s. Thus. there appears
to be turther growth in the career cohort tlow similar to
the World War Il Korean war. and Vietnam war expan-
sions. Between 1998 and 2006, there will be un ever-
increasing number of military retirees relative to the
previous 20 years.
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This projected increase provoked the Congress to
action. Although President Reagan was resistunt to
changing the military retirement system through his
entire first term. the 1986 Detense Authorization Bill
mundated a reduction in retirement benefits tor tuture
personnel. The appropriation for retirement accrual cost
was cut $2.9 billion: 4 compromise between the House-
proposed reduction of $4.0 billion and the proposed
Senate reduction of $1.82 billion. The Detense Depart-
ment and the military services were initially given the
task of devising the new system. although the Congress
has now reclatmed the imitiative.

The Department of Defense has traditionally
“grandfathered™ any changes to the retirement system.,

s0 1t seems little can be done to alter the fiscal impact of

the increase in retirees in terms of personnel who are
already serving in the armed forces. During the Reagan
administration. numerous suggestions for change in the
retirement system have been made. including a contrib-
utory retirement system. partial vesting after ten vears
of active service. reduced pensions unti] age 62,
reduced multipliers of basic pay to be readjusted upon
reaching age 62. and others. Given the political strength
of the retired military community both with the Con-
gress and the Department of Defense. there will be great
resistance to change. However, the pressure of the
budget deficit and projected major increases in the cost
of military retired pay are likely to motivate changes
that will produce savings when personne! who have not
yet been recruited by the armed forces retire at the end
of their careers.

L 2F

From a manpower and personnel perspective. the
US armed forces are tar better oft in the late 1980s than

b i i i
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they were a decade ago. Recruiting goals have been miet
and personnel quality has improved markediy . This i
due 1 no small measure to increases in military com-
pensation, o the establishment of new educational
incentives tor military service. to the dechine in Federal
cducational programs not nked to military service. and
1o increases i civilian young unemplovment under the
Reagan administration. and we believe that crednt
should be given where credit iv due. At the same ume.
we feel it unwise 1o project the recent successes indeti-
nitely into the future.

Attempts to reduce the Federal deticit will most
certainly affect the defense budget. and we teel that
manpower and personnel accounts are particularly vul-
nerable because they have the largest proportional pay-
outs in the years in which expenditures are authorized.
and can theretore produce the most rapid proportional
savings. As we have noted. two important elements of
the benetit package ure already under the budget knite:
military retirement and the Gl Bill. These tactors may
well have an effect on the future recruiting success of
the all-volunteer torce. To the extent that we maintain a
labor market model of military manpower and injure the
market position of military recruiters by reducing bene-
fits, the ability of the armed forces to compete in the
marketplace will be damaged.

The major difterences between the personnel issues
in the all-volunteer force in the 1980s and those of the
previous decade are in the area of equal opportunity.
and these issues intersect with labor market considera-
tions. To the degree that benefits are reduced and the
market position of the volunteer force is weakened. it
will become more dependent on personnel recruited
from the secondary labor market: women and minor-
ities. Increased representation of these groups in the

RS
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ranks.in turn. will resurrect issues of whether we
should send women into combat. and whether disadvan-
tiged segments ot the labor torce- -the poor. the bluck.
the brown-—should be ashed to absorb a disproportion-
ate share of our combat casualuies and fatahties. Should
our wars be fought by those who need the work?

The major alternative to depending on volunteers
from secondary fubor markets s o return to conserip-
tion. a policy that has been odious to the Reagan adonm-
istration from the outset. A fuir conscription system
may reduce concerns regarding overrepresentation ot
personnel from the secondary labor market. but it will
in all likelihood raise the debate on the role of women
in the military to a central position again. Current plans
tor u dratt of medical personnel-- an arca where the nul-
itary has severe needs right now - ure gender-tree. and
if we draft women m some occupations, it will be ditti-
cult to justify male-only conseniption m others. And 1f
we move to a gender-tree dratt. both the structure ot
modern wartare and the htigious nature of modern
American society will make it ditficult to keep women
out of combat. For the past three decades. the armed
forces have provided a stage upon which the ongoing
citizenship revolution which links military service to cut-
tzenship rights has been plaved. The theater has been
relatively dark recently, but the show has not closed.

Notes

1. David R, Segal and John Do Blair. “Pubhe Contidence n
the US. Militany.”" Armed Forces and Socierv 3. no. 1 (November
1976 311

2. Jerald Go Bachman, "American High School Scniors View
the Military: 1976 198277 Armed Forces and Society 100 no. | (Fall
19X 31 86~ 104,

-




22N Dyicid BOScodd vad Nathuos | Hidbvios

VoNee Daad ROOSceats URbihtas O anizatuion and Porvonndd
Aovession Wit Chaneed wath the A NV olunteer boree and
What Didnt” m Robert K0 Fallimwader, od - Convarpie and 400
anteers  Totowas N Rowman and Allanheld. 1983 pp 7 22

4 David RO Sceall Jerald G Bachman, and Fave Dowdell
CMibtany Serviee tor Female and Black Youth. Yooth aond Socran
10, e 2 iDecember 1978 127 34

S Morens Janowatz and Charles ¢ Moskos, "Radiedd Com
position in the All-Volunteer Foree.”™ Armed Forves and Socien 1
no boeball 1974 1oy 23

6 Mady Wechsler Segall "Women's Rolevan the US Armed
Forces: An Evaluation ot Evidenace and Arguments tor Pohios Dear
stons. T Robert K Fullmwader. ed - Convarprs and Volunieers
Chotowa, NI Rowman and Allanheld, 1983 pp 200 13

7. 8¢e Mavwell RO Thurman, Sustaining the Al Volunteer
Force 1973 195820 The Scecond Decade.” v Wilhiam Bowman,
Roger Litte. and G Vhomas Swalha, eds o The Al-Volunteer Force
Atter a4 Decade (W astangtan, DO Pergamon- Brassey '~ 1UX6)
p Dhy

S See Lawrence b Korb, 7 The BY 198D 19XS Detense Pro
gram. AL Foreren Policy and Detere Revien 20 N0 2119800 3

7. The final report of the sk toree notes that an anternim report
sent to the President on 15 December TURT was helptul to the Pres
ident i making his deaision. 1t does not note what the posiion ot
the task toree on selective service was. See Mihtary Manpower Fask
Force. A Report 1o the President on the Staties and Prospects of the
AllVohoueer Force, Washington, DC. October 19820 po VT (3

H) Herbert C. Poscheck. Selectine Serviee Registration: Sue
cess of Fatlure " Apmed Forces und Socieny 1O ekall 1OK3: 5225

HESee James B Jacobs and Denmis MoNamara, " Sclectine
Service Wiathout & Dratt,” Armed Forces and Socieny 10 (Spring
1941 361 7Y

12 Caspar W Woemberger, “The All Volunteer Foree i the
1980, a0 Walhiam Bownun, Roger Latle, and G Thomas Sicih,
eds. The All-Volunterr Force Atter a Devade tWashington, DC
Pergamon-Brassey 's. 19861

13, See Martin Binkan and Shirles - Bach, Women and the
Miduary (Washington, DC: The Brookmgs Institution. 1977

14 Mady Wecehsler Segal and David R Segal, “"Social Change
and the Participation of Women in the Amcerican Maliary
Research in Social Movements, Conflices and Change 3 01983y,
235 5K




Manpesver and Personnel Policy o the Reavar Yoar 224

IS5 See George HOo Quester, 7 Fhe Problem.” pp 217 23>0
Naney Lormg Goldman, ed . Fomale Soldicny Combarants or Mo
combatanty N estport. CU Greenwood Press 1ux2

1o See Davud H O Marlowe. = The Manning ot the Foree and
the Stracture of Battder Part 20 Men and Wamen. 7 m Robert K
Fulbmwider. od - Conscrpts and Vohorears clatowa, NE Roaman
and Allanheld. TS S pp 1X9 9y

17 Scee MO Doevlhiss, U Gender Inteeration and Uage
Deplovment A Study of GUEol " Armed Fovvo s and Socnn . HE o
Joesumimer TYONS) 323 552 Aho see Chardes C Moskos, - bemale
Gls mthe Bicld 7 Seerers 220 no woeSeptember October TUNS 2y 33

I8 See Caspar W Wembereer. \sial Kepont o the & ot s
MNoashington, DO UN Government Pomtinge Ottice, 1sn)

19 Sce Rick Mazes Strepethe Fost No Bar to MOS Ban
Arony Limes 3 October 1983

200 See A Force Women Participated i Grenada v asion
Moerva 4000 L iSprng fuser 67 64

21oSee tor enample Poeter G Nordbes Tames v Thonas . and
Eroquie! ROSeslla Measrme Clanees in Livniationdd Roicial D
cromndtion g the Armvs Arhington. V4V US Army Rescutoh
fnstitate tor the Bebavioral and Sociad Saences, Techimaa! Paper
270,

22 David RO Segal and Peter G Nordhie, Racual Inequahiny
Army Promonons.™ Jowrnal of Polincal and My Sociodoo 7
(Spriig 19791 135 42

23 See tor example Gary J Zucca and Benramin Gorman
CAirmatye Acton. Blacks and Hispameos i U8 Nasy Ocaupae
tonal Specralties.” Armed Forces and Socic 120 o0 4 iSummer
fIxAr 513

24 Sce David R Segal and Jere Cohen, bducational Benetis
and the Legitimacy of Mihitary Service . i Reuvan Gal and
Thomas € Waatt, eds | Lewetrmacy and Midiars Compitmens tbau
tan, VA Hero Booksy In press

25 See barry Carnes . GE B Bad Ready tor Hilte Aren
Limes 2 March (st p 4

26 Budgeetary Coses of Midiary Fdicanional Bendtis, Congres
stonal Budget Ottice, Statt Workine Paper

27 8Sce David RO Sceeal U Muduarny Pessonncl T an Joseph
Krazelo od ©American Detonse Vninal 1955 S eximeton, RN
DC Heath, 1986

280 See Robert T Galdich. " Shilitiry Nondisabihity Retirement
TRetormy” Fo6 197907 Armcd Forces and Socice 10 e L oobally
39 XS

ke mnig,




_——

230 Daved R Seval and Nathan 1 Hibler

29 See Fom Phalpor. COL Hike Cut Ureed. ™ Army Lones,
23 Bebruary 198 p |

30 US Department of Detense. Fotth Quadrenmal Review ot
Militars Comprensction ¢ Washmgton, DC- Goserment Printing

Ottice, 1984y

[



DEFENSE POLICY
AND PROGRAMS IN
THE GRAMM-RUDMAN ERA

Dov S. Zakheim

DH-[;.\'SI-. PROGRAM PLANNING in the United
States has always responded to two exogenous vari-
ables. The tirst and more conventional factor common
to defense planning is the nature of the threat against
which forces and systems are planned. The second is
more peculiar to the American system of government.
namely the constraints imposed by Congress, within
which all planning must operate.

These vartables. however, create pressures in
opposite directions. Potential threats to US interests
tend to induce more demand tor defense resources.
while congressional activity traditionally has reduced
the levels of resources available to the Detense Depart-
ment for coping with those threais. The effect of these
counterpressures has led some observers to consider that
there is a permanent mismatch between “strategy ™ and
resources. T Moreover. many of these observers have
also concluded that Department of Defense planners
must alter their “strategies” —presumably making them
fess ambitious and thereby less demanding of defense
resources.

From the vantage point ot gnother partly overlap-
ping group of analysts. the forces that have pulled
detense planners in virtually opposite directions were
not as strong as might have been thought. During the

2317
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1970s. these analyvsts drgued that the threat to US anter-
ests posed by the Soviet Union and its allies had been
overstated by those whao sought higher levels of defense
expenditure. Moreover, proponents of this view con-
tended that the threat could be turther reduced through
arms control agreements, Reduction of the potential
threat. in turn, would permit still lower defense expend-
itures. In this regard. the supposedly independent threat
vartable was indeed subject to alteration as a result of
US activities.

An entirely different set of conswderations appearced
to refute the contention that the ““congressional vari-
able™™ was independent. For many years it was reason-
able to assume that Congress was subject to intluence
on the defense budget. Budgets., after all, were-—and
are—submitted by the administration. and constant
interaction between the administrattion and congressional
committee members and indivigual legislators clearly
influenced legislative outcomes in response to those pro-
posed budgets. Indeed. opponents of greater defense
spending argued that administration use of that influence
actually lessened the supposedly “"objective™ requireinent
for more efticient detense strategy and planning.

Developments during the recent past belie both
assumptions about the liability of either the ““threat var-
able™ or the ““congressional vartable™ to manipulation
by any admimistration. With respect to assumptions
about the threat to US interests worldwide. events over
the past decade have demonstrated that. fur from shnnk-
ing. Soviet power actually has grown. despite tand
many argue because of) arms control etforts . Indeed. fur
from being constrained by arms control or any other
stmilar tactor (e treer economic and cultural rela-
ttons). Soviet capabilities have expanded both
Jualitatively and quantitatively, and have manifested
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themselves over a wider geographic expinse than ever
betore. Requirements for US capabilities have grown
commensurately.

Recent events have shown that the “congressional
variable™ iy no less independent than the threat vari-
able.”” The passage of the Gramm-Rudman-Hollings
(GRH) budget reduction legislation turther complicated
the task ot program planners by minimizing the degree
to which they might hope for congressional reliet trom
budgetary constraints. I{ndeed. by virtue both of the
automatic spending cut formula and its disproportionate
penalizing of the defense budget (which would supply
halt” ot all outlay reductions despite accounting tor less
than a third of all outlavs). the Gramm-Rudman-
Hollings enactment places the defense budget hostage -
congressional action on all other budgetury accounts,
unless the administration’s budget is sustained intact.
The Supreme Court’s ruling regarding GRH mayv. 1t
anvthing. have created even greater uncertainty in the
defense budget process.

Clearly. these two developments are still pulling
the defense budget in different directions. Soviet
developments call tor greater defense resources:
Gramm-Rudman—however it may be moditied by Con-
gress—holds out at most a promise of limited growth at
or near 3 percent annually. Clearly. the detense budget
cannot fully respond to cither development, though 1
cunnot ignore cither.

The threat environment and the congressional
environment should not be contused: only those who
forget why they are defending the Republic. or never
realized why they were doing so in the tirst place. could
consider the Congress their primary adversary. Never-
theless. the changes in these two component parts have
theretore tightened the vise that constrains and
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complicates defense program planning. Program plan-
ning. however. cannot come to a dead halt. It s incum-
bent upon planners not only to continue their seemingly
hopeless etforts to reconcile threat requirements with
congressionally imposed constraints, but, more impor-
tant. to build upon their current procedures und abilities
to tashion a defense program that accomplishes that rec-
onciliation.

The program planning effort. to be successtul.
must address four key principles that retlect the essence
and 1deal of both defense policy-making and the pro-
SIUAM Process.

1. Defense planning is about defense against exter-
nal military threats, not against internal budgetary foes.

There has alwayvs been a tringe element. both
within and outside Government. that has forgotten (or
never learned) that Congress s not the enemy. [t is the
ebb and tlow of congressional debate. and the vicissi-
tudes of the outcomes that debate engenders, that is the
hallmark of the freedom we are all pledged to detend.
The most unenlightened congressional enitic 1s not the
fess loval a citizen tor the error of his (or hery ways.

There will never be unanimity over the levels of
resources that should be applied to the nation’s defense.
particularly when the issue is being debated in peace-
time. Once this truism s recognized. other prinaples
follow as corollaries.

2. Defense planning cannot be constrained to an
assumed budger level, since the natwre of congressional
action indicates that level will never be exactly realized,

Continuing congressional line Hem management of

the budget on an annual basis. and intluences upon con-
gressional behavior that stem from sources other than
those generated by or even related to. administration
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concerns will ensure that no budget proposed by the
admimistration will emerge as law untouched by legisla-
tive modification. There will be times when external
events, such as the invasion of Afghanistan. will galva-
nize Congress into action far beyvond that anticipated by
a phlegmatic admimistration. There will be other umes.
such as congressional action over the tiscal year 1986
detense budget. when the administration’s cri de cocur
tor support will go unheeded. As a result. no determing-
tion of requirements can be adjusted to fit expected
resource availability. The resources are never what they
are expected to be.

The Packurd Commission’s report and the National
Security Decision Directive (NSDD) signed by Presi-
dent Reagan on | April 1986, both attempt to provide
more rigorous fiscal constraints o the planning process.
The NSDD goal. with respect to national security plan-
ning and budgeting. is to “improve the integration of
national security strategy with fiscal guidance provided
to the Department of Defense.” The Secretary of
Detense is asked to recommend to the National Sccurity
Council and to the Otfice of Management and Budget,
procedures that include

® The issuance of provisional tive-vear budgets for
the Department of Delense.

® A militury strategy to support nattonal objectives
within the provisional five-vear budget.

The Department of Detense is responding to this
directive by reviewing its current procedures and pro-
posing initiatives that will turther realize the President’s
goals. Lead responsibibity tor DOD s efforts with
respect to planning and budgeting has been assigned to
the Under Secretary of Defense tor Pohiev, together
with the Assistant Secretary of Detense (Comptroller)
and the Director of Program Analvsis and Evaluation.
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In the end. it is the Congress that imposes the ulti-
mate budget constraints. Moreover. congressional
reductions in any given year not only atfect spending
levels for that year. but. due to the cumulative effect of
multiyear obligations and obligation requirements. also
depress spending levels for future years. This phe-
nomenon can best be understood by recalling that reduc-
tions in any year's spending levels result in lower
absolute spending for the following vears even it pre-
dicted percentage increases in real growth are retained
intact. Put another way. a decrease in base-yeuar spend-
ing creates a decrease in out-vear spending unless addi-
tional real growth is applied. It is noteworthy that the
Department of Detense’s current (fiscal vear 1987)
request calls for real growth sufficient to offset fast
vear’s harsh reductions. In sum. congressional actions
will continue to be the ultimate arbiter of detense
resource availability. Only with Congress’s cooperation
can efforts such as those recommended by the President
and the Packard Commission prove successful.

In this regard. Congress has launched 4 major and
promising initiative leading to the formulation and pos-
sible adoption of multivear defense budgets. This initia-
tive hopetully could provide more stability to the
defense planning system and realize significant cost sav-
ings by fostering more stable acquisition programs.
Congress took the first step in this direction by enacting
section 1405, General Provisions, of the Fiscal Year
1986 Detense Authorization Act. The act directs the
President to
inctude ... for fiscal year 1988 a single proposed budget for
the Department of Defense and related agencies for fiscal
years 1988 and 1989,

The Department of Defense has already begun to
implement the terms of the fiscal year 1986
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Authorization Act’s directive on budgets. On 31
December 1983, for the first time ever the Secretary of
Defense signed a two-year Detense Guidance tor the
department. This guidance. covering the five-year pro-
gram for fiscal years 1988-1992, is the Department’s
primary program planning document and represents a
tirst major milestone in the department’s (previously
annual) Planning. Programming. and Budgeting Sys-
tem. In March 1986. the department’s Comptroller
issued preliminary instructions for preparation ot FY
1988/ FY 1989 bienmal budget estimates.

3. Commitments are as unchanging as resources
are variable.

Although the availability of resources can never be
totally predicted from one vear to the next. much less
for a five-year span, commitments appear to remain
fixed for years on end. Al US treaty commitments stem
from the early post-World War I period. These com-
mitments have survived two Asian wars, countless
minor military skirmishes, Republican and Democratic
administrations of both liberal and conservative stripes.
and Congresses led by both parties. No one has advo-
cated renouncing a single treaty that the United States
has signed with any of its allies, however wayward they
might have been at times. Moreover, the United States
has tohea o7 cuamitments to “friend<™ that often have
even greater force in practice. and in the vocal support
they receive from Congress and the American people.
than treaty commitments,

The relationship with Israel is one example. The
United States has no formal treaty relationship with
fsracl. only a series of Executive Agreements on
security cooperation. Nevertheless. US support tor
Israel has been manitested not merely in massive levels
of military assistance ($1.8 billion had been proposed
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for fiscal year 1987, and a slightly smaller amount was
granted 1n fiscal vear 1986) but also operationally . i.e..
the airlifted resupply of Israeh forces during the 1973
Middle East War. Since 1979, in the aftermath of the
Camp David accords. the relationship with Egypt has
been virtually coequal in importance in the eyes of
many legislators and opinion leaders.

Finally. the relationship with Saudi Arabia has had
many strong proponents both in the administration and
in key sectors of the informed public for a period that
antedates the creation of the State of Israel.

<. Support for commitments, even if costly, can be
no more variable than the commitments themselves.

Commitments are meaningless unless they are con-
sistently supported. For example, the United States con-
sistently has rejected Soviet attempts to sever the US
nuclear relationship with the North Atlantic Treaty
Organization (NATO). whatever guises those attempts
may have taken at vanious times and in spite of tempting
opportunities to reduce defense expenditure as a result.

Thirty years ago the Soviets, with the assistance of
Poland. pressed the Rapacki Plan for a denuclearized
Europe. The resulting landscape would have witnessed
the preponderance of Soviet conventional forces.
unchecked by the Aqnerican nuclear umbrella. which at
the time supported the policy of massive retaliation,
Later years witnessed proposals for nucleuar free zones.
The Nordic nuclear free zone proposal was a classic
example of an attempt to update and. in Soviet terms,
suboptimize. the Rapacki Plan. Under the latter plan
Saviet nuclear forces could have dominated the Nordic
area without ever leaving port. Most recently. the
Soviets have sought to achieve their long-standing goals
by means of the various proposals they have put
forward in Geneva at the Intermediate Range Nuclear
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Forces (INF) talks. Nevertheless. whether their ofters
are geared to reductions commensurate with British and
French missiles or warheads. or are suggestions that the
Allied forces not modernize at all (thereby soon
climinating those independent deterrents). the goal iy
the same: to create a gap in the progressive American
nucledr deterrence doctrine that continues to underpin
the Atlantic Alliance.

The temptation to accept a variant of these Soviet
proposals is difficult to resist at a time when pressures
from a variety of arms control advocates are merged
with the fiscal pressures imposed by a need to control
American deficit levels. Yet succumbing to that tempta-
tion would lead to a more basic questioning ot the
American commitment to NATO. and particularly. to
its vulnerability to fiscal vicissitudes on Caprtol Hill.
Moreover. it is unlikely that European reaction in turn
would stop at mere questioning. All latent impulses to
press for lower European defense expendituses would
merge with emerging neutralist strains. creating tremen-
dous fissures in the very tabric of the Alliance. Only the
Soviets would stand to benetit.

Consistency. moreover, is not in demand in Europe
alone. In the late 1970s. for example. both Northeast
and Southwest Asia witnessed a wavering of the pur-
posefulness with which America stood by friends in
those regions. In one case. that of the aborted Carterite
proposal for the withdrawal of the 2d Infantry Division
from South Korea. the outcome was not an unhappy
one. The proposal itself was said to stem from a desire
to tnim detfense expenditures. It had been foreshadowed
in studies by various think tanks prior to the 1976 elec-
tion. Nevertheless (and this case provides an excellent
parable to those who might employ Gramm-Rudman as
an excuse for major adjustments to American military
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posture) the Carter admimistration could not implement
this policy. Congress itself objected strongly to the pro-
posed action and the idea was unceremoniously
dropped.

Far less felicitous was America’s inability to pre-
vent the tall of the Shah. or at least to toster a peacetul.
democratic transter of his power. The reverberations of
America’s lack of commitment to fran were felt equalls
in Riyvadh and Jerusalem. Furthermore. Southwest Asia
became a region of anguish tor Americans as lran’s
taunting retention of American hostages took place vir-
tually simultancously with the Soviet mvasion of
Afghanistan.

Consistency need not mean blind support tor
regimes that themselves have changed their behavior, or
which no longer can claim the support of the majority of
their populations. It does however. mean a readiness to
support those torces most likely to produce a more dem-
ocratic society for their people. Such support. and the
readiness 1o exert i, may or may not require nuliary
means. Yet those means must be available in case they
are called upon. as in the case of Grenada.

Previously noted examples of the need for consis-
tency. whether with respect to intermediate nuclear
torces in Europe or infantry units in South Korea. only
begin to hint at the varicty of resources required day-to-
day to render credible America’s commitments to her
allies, triends. and overseas interests.

At one end ot the spectrum of military forces is
America’s strategic nuclear deterrent. Paradoxically, the
combination of land- and sca-based bullistic missiles.
strategic bombers (including cruise missile carriers).
and the command. control. and communications (CH
that support them. are the subject of never-ending crit-
iwism from budget cutters, even though they comprise
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fess than IS percent of annual detense budgets
Morcover, i etfectiveness were measured on the busis
of firepower alone, strategic nuclear torces would out-
strip all other systems in cost effectiveness. To be sure.
debate about these torces frequently takes place within
the context of efforts to implement an arms control
regime. Nevertheless, there is a persistent undercurrent
of discussion relating to the cost of these svstems.,
Measured in absolute per-unit costs. these systems are
indeed expensive. though. as noted above. taken
together they comprise a tar lower percentage of the
budget as a whole.

At the other end of the spectrum of mulitary
capability hes a set of forces that tikewise has been the
center of controversy: special operations forces {SOF).
As in the case of strategic nuclear torces. the cost of
SOF is nowhere near commensurate with the
capabilities they engender. For example. in fiscal year
1987 less than 2 percent of the Depuartment of Detense
budget was expended on these units.

Nevertheless, as with strategic nuclear forces.,
questions of cost are interwoven with questions of pol-
icy in SOF budget debates. In some quarters. they are
anathema. They conjure up images closely associated
with Vietnam. as if SOF were in some direct way
responsible for the course of events that took place
there. In other quarters. they represent an inordinately
large expenditure on inordinately small torces. Again,
as with strategic forces, this second argument is cou-
ched in terms of absolute per-unit cost. Both perspec-
tives overlook the critical values of SOF-—their cost-
effectiveness in ensuring that conventional contlicts are
contained at the earliest possible stages. as well as in
acting as a sigmificant multiplier for the capabilities of
conventional forces.
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It strategic nuclear torces sufter trom a surfent of
analvsis and measurement—in the absence tand
hopefully. continuing absence) or empirical evidence.
SOF sutters from the opposite. Unconventional torces
confer benefits that dety conventional measurement.
That SOF may be the bane of systems analvsts in no
way diminishes their importance.

In the past few years, special operations Torces
played a very important role both in British operations
in the South Atlantic and in US combat on Grenada.
The common element in both these operations was the
brevity of time available to planners. the military '~
unfumiharity with local terrain. and a resulting need tor
small umits to provide reconnaissance and other special
mission capabilities. These needs are likely to grow in
tuture: there is still no tried-and-true method for predict-
ing where US forces might next have to operate. The
most retiable prediction about future contingencies is
that they will be unpredictable. Special operations

forces represent one hedge against the inevitability of

uncertainty.

Other torces. of course. also provide a hedge
aganst the uncertainty of tuture scenanos. Naval forces
are a prime example of the type of hedge that tlexibility
confers. Carrier-based tircpower has long been recog-
nized as a source of mobile support to alhance commit-
ments. For this reason the carners of the 6th Fleet
embody the US commitment to deploy carriers 1o assist

in the defense of Europe within 48 hours of the onset of

a contlict. The onigins of that contlict. its time and
locale. cannot be foreseen. Carriers are sufticiently
mobile to be available. 1n whatever context mifitary
planners deem necessary. at the appropnate locale.
within the allotted time. In etfect. their tlexibility is the
antidote to the uncertainty of the contingency to which
they would respond.
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Flexabitity 18 not tar that matter himted 1o carriers
or to the US Navy. Battleships. esceriso submarines.,
support ships. and auntiary umts all embody ditterent
aspects of the Navy's tlexsbihity . while light divisions.
airhtt and sealift forces. und tactical aviation constitute
other torms of US mihitary tlexibihty. Light divisions
are most amenable to rapid transportability by wir. The
two new active Ay light divisions, as well as ther
reserve counterparts. have been tatlored to tacilitate wir-
Iift not only by C-55. but by the smadler and tur more
numerous C-141s. The airhitt fleet s growing due to the
acquisition of additional C- 35 and KC-10 tankers. both
of which will enhance the transport of the “outsize™
cquipment associated with armored and mechanized
divistons. as well as with vanous support units. Finally
the additionul sealift capability. including the acquisi-
ton and modification of tast shipping to a roll-on roll-
off configuration. supports & more rapid resupply of
major items ot all sizes and volumes. The responsive-
ness of all of these units s critical net merely for assist-
ing an ally under attacw or threat ot attack . Flexibility 1
a powertul deterrent to o would-be aggressor, and. as
such. underwrites multiple US commitments to a host ot
triends and aflies worldwide.

Acting Upon the Four Principles:

The Policy-Program lLinkage

For US defense policy to be credible. it must have
torces and weapons adequate to s mihitary needs. Flex-
ible torces certainly case the absolute burden of nuhitary
requirements. but only to a limited extent. fFor example.
the commitment to support NATO Europe with 10 divi-
stons with 10 days of warming of an impending attack
includes. in part. prepositioned materie! (POMCUS)
and forward-based land untts. neither of which are
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particularly tlexible. Smtarhy - US Land torces i Bt
Asia are theoretically redeployable trom one theater to
another: operationally | however. they must be consid-
cred stationary within the Northeast Asian theater.

In pracuce. theretore. US forces must combine cle-
mients that are flexible. in terms ot deplovability and
adaptabihity to different types of scenarios, and others
that are more (though not necessarily exclusively) on-
ented to the demands ot @ single contingeney. More-
over. both types of torces require well-trained and
motivated personnel. provided with hardware that is no
fess cupable than that which a potential adversary might
deploy. Obtaining the requisite personnel calls for pay
and benetits to attract and retain them and sutticiently
superior training to ensure they can operate cttectivels
on the battleticld. Obtaining the requisite hardware
involves a never-ending research and development
effort for more etfective equipment: procurement of the
most modern svstems in adequate numbers: acquisition
of spares and war reserves to ensure sustainability - and
maintenance of an integrated logistic system to support
their operation.

The ingredients that contribute o eftfective forces
remain vahid even in the Gramm-Rudman era. Every
one of those ingredients. for example. conwributed to the
successful operation on 15 April 1986 aginst Libyvan
mithitary tacilities associated with terrorist activities. The
naval aircraft thut undertook suppression missions. as
well as the A-6s that struck targets on Libya's northeast
coast, were part of a larger naval torce that included
carriers. escorts, and other ships. The pilots ot the F-
{8~ and the A-7s. as well as of the Air Force F-111s
that struck at targets in northwest Libya were highly
motivated and well trained protessionals. The aircraft
required first-rate mechanical and logistic support—in
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the case of the F-111s. they had to be aerially retueled
four times durine their mission. Again, the personnel
involved in thes: activities required motivation and
training of the highest order. The weapons that were
fired at the targets were products of America’s most
recent suceesstul development ettorts: the HARM anti-
radiation missile and Paveway [l laser-guided bombs,
The systems that provided airborne support tor the
attack aircratt included carrier-based F-14s. which.
with their own highly sophisticated AWG-9 radars and
fully active Phoenix missifes provided air cover: Navy
E-2Cs. which turnished additional early warning and
battle management: and Navy EA-6Bs and A Foree
EF-111s for electronie support. The 6th Fleet remained
protected. as in the carlier Libyvan operation. by its own
shipborne systems. including the sophisticated AEGIS
air defense system, which, hke Harpoon. s unrivalled
in any other fleet. Integrating these operations and sys-
tems required ¢xcellent command. control. communicu-
tions, and ntetigence (C*'h. Nothing less could have
sufficed o ensure precision coordination of a two-
pronged attack by aircraft onginating at ditterent points
and transiting vastly different ranges.

The Libvan engagements also highlighted two
other policy-related factors that Gramm-Rudman has
not. will not. and cannot change. First, o~ abhrcady
noted. threats requiring a military response cannot
entirely be toreseen. Moreover they need not involve
the Soviet Union directly. The Libyvan threat 1o US
interests emereed at short notice: Soviet forces 1n the
Mediterranean remained guiescent. Sccond. all other
potential threats to those interests remained un-
diminished even as the 6th Fleet and the F-11ES
engaged the Libvans. Put another way. the Libvan
cncounter represented both a key example of the need




+ sk bttt s e o

246 Dov S. Zakheim

for credible and responsive forces, and a microcosm of
the different sorts of expenditures that comprise the
detense budget.

The defense program in the Gramm-Rudman era
must of necessity remain roughly similar to the one that
existed prior to the introduction ot deficit reduction leg-
islation. US forces remain bound both to support com-
mitments that have not changed and to defend aguinst
threats to those interests that continue unabated. Unless
the United States 1s prepared to renounce commitments
decades old. and thereby fundamentally overhaul the
entire political basis upon which its detense strategy has
been built since World War 11, Gramm-Rudman will not
bring about changes in the detense program planning

commensurate to those it is likely to engender in other

areas of US Government activity.
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AND WEAPONS




THE DECISIVE ROLE
OF LANDPOWER IN
US NATIONAL SECURITY

William O. Staudenmaier

I‘l' HAS BEEN CLEAR. at least since America’s
entry into World War [, that unified military action is
necessary {0 success in modern warfare. Joint or unified
military operations—the coordinated direction of land.
sed. and air forces toward a common objective under a
single military commander-—has been national security
doctrine for over 40 years. The importance of an indi-
vidual Service in a given military operation varies
depending upon the mission that must be accomplished.
For example. the Air Force and Navy have been used
often in situations short of war, but when the President
wishes to signal the irrevocable commitment of the
nation, then Army forces are indispensable

In the event of war. the decisive element s the
Army supported by the Air Force and Navy. Hanson W,
Baldwin stated the case this way:
the uitmate objective 1n war is man himeelf. You may
approach his final citadel by sea or air or land. But a1 is man
you must conguer. It you do not conquer mun--his body. his
mind, his spirit - your control of great sea spaces and vast air
spaces may be futile ... The ultimate objective of wars
between men is men. The penuttimate objective is land— the
other tellow’'s lTand- - and what is on and beneath it~

Admiral Joseph C. Wylic, in his treatise on strate-
gic theory. agrees that the soldier is the crucial element
in the strategic equation:
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there is offered as a fourth basic assumption for strategic
planning foundation the following: The wltimate determinani
inowar is the man on the scene with a gun. . He determines
who wins .. after whatever devastation and destruction may
be intlicted on an enemy, if the strategist is forced to strive
tor final and ultimate control. he must establish. or must pres-
ent as an inevitable prospect. 4 man on the scene with a gun.
This is the soldier.?

Yet, the Army’s decisive role in war is currently
being underestimated in the deliberations that lead to the
allocation of resources to the Services. In a pertod of
expanding defense resources. the Army’s shure of the
defense budget has contracted. In 1975, when the
Army’s stabilized end streagth was about 780,000,
where it still remains today. the Army’s share ot the
defense budget was about 25 percent. In fiscal vear
1984, the Army’s share had dropped to 23 percent.
despite an increase in Soviet land forces and an expan-
sion of US strategic commitments.” Further. the decline
in the Army’s share of defense resources occurred while
the Reagan administration was making every eftort to
strengthen general-purpose torces in particular and Con-
gress was a willing partner in the trillion-dollar-plus
program to revivify defense in general. Now that the
nation seems less willing to allocate the tunds the
administration believes are needed tor defense. it is
appropriate—indeed urgent-—to argue tor the resources
needed to ensure that US landpower remains adequate
as the decisive element in wartare.

To put the essential requirements for an effective
landpower capability into strategic context. the tollow-
ing analysis reviews the stritegic environment. identity-
ing major US nattonal interests and the threats to them.
Next. the US national military strategy is exanined.
tocusing on the role of the Army in that stratcgy. Then.
we consider the land force programs needed to support
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the strategy. Finally. this paper ofters some thoughts on
how to alleviate the major shorttalls that inevitably arise
from a consideration of requirements and capabilities.

Strategic Environment

The national security debate that has been prominent
throughout the Reagan administration is. in the final
analysis. caused by the imbalance between strategic
capabilities and strategic needs. Strategic needs. or
requirements. are established through an analysis of the
strategic environment. which leads to the identitication
of US national interests and commitments. To estabhish
how much military capability is required to secure these
interests and commitments., threats must be assessed and
strategies and detense policies tormulated o deal with
them. The dynamic interaction of these factors feads. in
turn. to judgments on the size of the armed forces
required to carry out the strategies. Typically. this
approach results in a gap between what is needed and
what is available.

The development of defense policy and ot military
strategy should not be based on the premise that a par-
ticular Service should be dominant. Neither should pol-
icy or strategy strive for balanced torces it that is taken
to mean that each Service should receive an equal shaic
of the defense budget. Equally. policy and strategy
should not be based on some estimate of what we think
we can aftord at some nebulous level of risk. Rather.
the size and structure of each Service should derive
from the strategy wselt. which, in turn. is a function of
the threat to US national interests. As Secretary of
Defense Weinberger has argued.
the Jogic of detense planning should be clear. The need for
mintary forces arises from U.S0 security interests and com-
mitments. These interests are threatened by adversaries in
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ways that create contingencies that U8, forces must be uble
to meet. Defense policy judgments about the manner and
method of U.S. responses are translated into requirements tor
specific forees that are designed 1o provide the necessary
capability at the lowest cost.®

In common with other nations. the Unmited States
has four basic national interests it must protect.® First.
the United States must enasure its survival both as a
nation and as a people with their fundamental political
values and institutions intact. The United States is no
longer superior to the Soviet Union in strategic nuclear
capability.” However. neither superpower currenty or
in the near future will have the capability to launch a
strategic nuclear attack without the prospect that it
would receive a devastating nuclear counterattack in
return. This balance of terror not only stabilizes the stra-
tegic nuclear balance but also increases the importanece
of conventional forces. While the Soviets can threaten
LS survival with their nuclear arsenal. there is no com-
pelling evidence to suggest that they believe it in their
interest to nsk nuclear war. Deterrence should theretore
remain stable as fong as the United States ensures that
the Soviets do not attain a first-strike advantage and do
not achieve a unilateral breakthrough in ballistic missile
defense technology.

Second. at present. our territorial integrity s not
seriously threatened. The oceans that separate the
United States from the Eurastan landmass remain etfec-
tive barriers to conventional invasion. it not to nuclear
attack. As long as the nation does not neglect its armed
torces, it need have littde concern tor the satety of its
base arca. Recent developments in the Caribbean
together with the increase i international terrorism tar-
geted at US interests are worrisome, however,

Third. maintenance of a high standard of living
requires access to trading partners and critical resources.




T

o e

The Decisive Role of Landpower BAR}

The West is dependent on strategic raw materials. gen-
erally located in areas where they are subject 1o inter-
ruption by insurgencies. intraregional contlict. and
terrorism. Threats to the West's supply of critical min-
erals are frequently sponsored by or tuken adviantage o
by the Soviet Union. Many of these threats. however,
are indigenously inspired or caused b, the instability in
the Third World and huave no relation 1o East-West
rivalry.™ The Toss of access to these vital resources.,
however. and for whatever reason. would have 4
damaging cffect on the US economy and national
security.

The tourth national interest is the mantenance ot a
tavorable world order in which contemporary Amencan
values cannot only survive. but can tlourish. This trans-
lates into policies and strategies that will assure that qo
nation or group of nations can establish hegemony over
Western Europe or Japan. This task is complicated by
the erosion of the simple bipolar world of the recent
past with the emergence of regional and subregional
centers of power that attempt to manaipulate superpower
relationships to their advantage. This has also resulted
in greater political. cconomic. and military interdepend-
ence among nations.

Two other emerging trends also intluence the
development of strategy and force structure 1 the near
term. The first is the export of militant Islamic Funda-
mentalism by clerical leaders in fran. Islanmic revolu-
tionary fervor in the Middle East threatens to provide a
transnational vehicle for the overthrow of legitimate
secular regimes from Morocco to Pakistan. The second
trend of strategic significance is the increase in polit-
cally inspired terrorism in Western Europe. the Middle
East. and the Caribbean. with its probabie extension
soon to North America. The terrorist threat is made
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more dangerous by its use as a violent tool of toreign
policy by governments such as Libya, Svna. and lran”
The challenge 10 US policy-makers and strategists
is to protect vital interests 1 Europe and Japan without
jeopardizing mterests elsewhere that are more seriously
threatened. and to do this in such a way so as pot
increase the likelihood of nuclear war. The Soviet
Union is and will remain the principal threat. although
not the only one. Moreover. the Kremblin has increased
s military capabilities with an unprecedented buildup
over the Tast 20 vears, making it difticult tor the United
States to narrow the gap in some important arcas despiie
the Reagan defense budget increases. ™
Because of geopohitical and historical tactors,
however, the Soviet Union has structured its torces in
wavs that mutigate some of their apparent advantages.
For one thing. the USSR is o continental power. and it
has shaped its armed torees to tight in Europe. This
European-oriented force structure is characterized by
its emphasis upon armored divisions and mechanized. com-
bincd arms teums ... the large. readily mobidized reserve
force it maintains to avgment subpar divisions: its reliance on
preplanned. tactical air strikes to extend the range of artilien
. 1ts poor ratio of fleet-support ships to combatants, which
adversely attects Soviet naval sustaining capability: and a
navy that still needs fand-based air units 1o protect its ships . !
Obviouddythis force structure, together with the
proximity ot the Soviet armies to NATO s vital arcas.
provides it with major advantages in Europe. But the
same heavy armored tormations will be difficult to
deploy to theaters tar removed from Central Europe.
Museover. these ponderous armored formations are not
effective against insurgents. who launch their attacks
trom inhospitable terrain —a fact that the Soviets face
daily in Afghamistan. Hence the paradox that faces
Soviet global strategists. The Soviet Union is well
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orgamzed and equipped to tight wars that have a veny
low probability . in areas hike Centrul burope. Northeust
and Southwest Asia. where the Red Army can walk to
work. But it has a himited capability to project foree in
the more likely areas of superpower confrontation in the
Third World. In those areus. consequently. the threat to
US interests 1s posed by indigenous forces, perhaps sup-
ported by Soviet economic. political. or military wd. It
1s clear then that the US strategy must have capable and
tlexible forces to meet threats. Sovier and indigenous.,
across the spectrum of contlict on a global scale

The Changing Nature of

Military Strategy

To the demands that the international environment
makes on the strategist striving to tield armed torees
effective against a wide array of threats at the lowest
possible cost must be added the complications brought
on by the changing nature of war. The modern experi-
ence with war has been within the great-power system,
in vogue since the Treaty of Westphalia in 1648, The
international system that evolved as a result of that
treaty recognized that war was an instrument and a
monopoly of the state. Wars were waged between regu-
lar professional armies: civilian noncombatant casualties
were generally low. This system worked fairly well
unttl Napoleon democratized war with the levee en
masse, which tended to make wars tctal. When the
managertal genius and technological advances of the
industrial revolution were added to this democraiic ter-
vor. wars hecame much more deadly affairs. -

Even with these evolving changes in the nature of
war. the aim of strategv—the defeat of the enemy
army—-remained steadtast. Although wars became more
dangerous to those in uniform. the civilian population
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was largely exempt from its more lethal tolls. ' But.
with World War L. the convention that protected civil-
tans from the more extreme hazards of wur begun to
break down. In 1923, Winston Churchill wrote.

The entire population in one capacity or another took part in
the wars all were equally the object of attack. The wir opened
paths along which Geath and terror could be carmied tar behind
the hines of the actual urnues, o women. children. the aged.
the sick. who in carlier struggles swould pertforee have been
left untouched. !

About the same time that Guilio Douhet. Hugh
Trenchard, and Billy Mitchell were developing their
theories of strategic air bombardment, Mao Tse-tung
was developing his theory ot guernilla wartare. also
destgned to attack the fabric of societv. So.in @ matier
ot 20 vears. two of the fundamental pillars of the “war
system™” were undermined. War was no longer a
monopoly of the state. and society was no longer
exempt from the ravages of war.

It this were not enough to complicate the hives of
strategints, new technology in the form of ther-
monuclear weapons married to supersonic intercontinen-
tal ballistic missiles made matters worse. For the
nuclear superpowers it became difficult to fight wars
even over vital interests. The threat to use foree —rather
than its actual use—became the sine qua non. leading to
the emergence of coercive diplomacy or crisis manage-
ment. This type of ““wartare™™ is charactenzed by ats
strong political and diplomatic content. its use of lim-
ited means inomeasured wass, and the close control of
strategie tand very often tactical) options by civilian
policy-makers.

As aresult ot the changing nature of war. the mod-
ern state must be prepared to pursue three nunn themes
of strategy 1o secure s national interest. First, sinee
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nattons stdl use war o resofve pohitcad disputes. the
strategist must hanve plans and torees that wall enable his
country to participate in classical wars i which the
objective iy the destruction ot the enemy armied torees
The Tran-'rag War, the Falklands War. and the severud
Arab-Israelt wars are examples of this tvpe. which we
shall call conventional strategy . Second. the strategist
must also be able 1o counter activities aimed at dest-oy-
ing the social fubric of the nation. This catecory
includes. paradoxically . both strategic nucleur war and
unconventional war— terrorism and guernlla wur- both
of which have as their target society or the social strue-
ture. Examples of this type of strategy are US efforts in
Vietnam and El Salvador. insurgency in the southern
Philippines. and French operations in Algeria, These we
will call social strategies, because therr focus s on
society, Finally . the strategist must be able to orches-
trate the use or threatened use of force 10 situations
short of war. Actions by the United States during the
Cuban Missile Crisis in 1962 and the US operations
against Libya in 1986 are examples of coercive diplo-
macy—the use of force in situations short of war. These
three strategic typologies and the foree structures they
imply clearly aftect the size and composition of the
landpower component of the defense establishment.
The United States has also changed the way
which it seeks to secure its national interests. In the past
85 vears, the United States has evolved from bemng a
voung nation asserting itselt. seeking perfection in its
society and institutions. to one that is more mature.
chietly concerned with maintaining its place in a more
violent. coraplex. and interrefated world. The initial
condition necessitated bold action. imitiative. and oppor-
wnity: present circumstances require caution and redc-
tion in maintaining the status guo. As evidence of this

e v
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shift US national strategy an the post-World War 1l
world has emphasized contimment and deterrence. The
United Stuates has sought to deter nuclear and conven-
tional war in Europe. and Northeast and Southwest
Asta. Iis role i goernilla and terronst campaigns has
been contined to counterinsurgency-—and defensive
actions o prevent terrorisim—assisting tricndly govern-
ments to resist such threats. In the case of using toree
short of war. the evidence s mixed. In some cases. the
United States has acted boldly and gquick!y . as m the
Cuban Missile Crists in 1962 and Grenada i 1983,
Other umes. caution was the rule, as in the Puchlo
altuir in 196X and Angola. 1975

I'he current militury strategy of the United States s
deterrence - -both of strategic nuclear war and of major
comventional war i kurope and the Far Bast, Nuclear
deterrence s achieved by muintaining survivable
nuclear torces abte to retaliate and devastate any
attacker. Concomitantly. the Umited States sechs.
through arms control negotiations. a more stable nuclear
balance at tower torce levels. The conventional nuditary
strategy is based on a strong network ot alhances. with
spectal emphasis on Western Eurcpe and Northeast
Asia, where US forces are torward-deploved to demon-
strate. American resolve. These torward-deploved units
are backed by remntorcing elements located in the United
States that are cntically dependent on the Reserve Com-
ponents to round out the actuive forces. This strategy
involves a high level of air and sea mobility | preposi-
tioned equipment. intermediate staging bases. and host-
nation support to allow reintorcement of torward-
deploved forces and quick response to contingencies 1n
the Third World. In addition to torward-deployed air
and fund forces. the Pacific and Atlantic fleets facilitate
for the United States and its allies access to global




el

Five Decivne Role o Fandnon s Y

commercral markets and permit remtorcement ot the
o man centers of deploved miduiary strength . bree-
dom of space. suryvivable command and controf sys
tems. particularhy o the national level and timeh
strategie warninyg o dhreats 1 US mterests are also

important strategie fements

Landpower Force Presram

The nutional muttary strategy deseribed above has been
remarkably stable over the past 20 vears The Anmy
program to support this mrhitars strategy . however,
cvolved m the vears Hllowime Amencan withdrawul
from Vietnam. OF all ol the services. the Army nvn
have come out of that waran the worst shape Tts mornale
was low s equipment was old-- showing the effects o
hard use o Vietnam and o decade of neglect of needed
modernization - and its doctoine was m oo shambles In
1973 the Army wrned s back onoas Victiam experi-
cnee and concentrated 1y attention on conventional war
in Europe. For the time bemng ot gratetudly feft the prob.
lem of terrorism and guerntla wartare to the speciad
torces.

For the next 10 vears, the Army planned. trined,
and eorganized to fight the Soviet Union and it allies.
m o hgh-mtensity war. It major coneern was o imple-
ment conventionat strategy in burope. Northeast Asia.
and Southwest Asia using heavy divisions that would
fieht mounted and highter mtantry divistons that would
freht dismounted . In 1976, the Army promulgated s
new doctrine. called the Actine Detense. which was ort
ented to dnviston-Jevel operations. Active Detense envi-
stoned atactical defense that would wain the first battle
through attntion The requirements of social strategy
would be met by special torces and the 82nd Aarborne

- —3i
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Division would be used by the Army i sitsations short
of war ™

At about the same time. the Army embarked on its
most ambitious cquipmient modernization program singe
World War {1 Tts new equtpment included the Abrams
tank. the Infantry Fighting Vehicle (the Bradley). the
Patriot Air Detense System. and Apache and Black-
hawk helicopters. Then. two events occurred that
changed the entire thrust of the Army programs to sup-
port the national military strutegy. ™ The tirst was the
development of AirLLand Battle doctrine. First
announced in 1982 the new doctrine shitted the way
the Army would fight in high-intensity combat. The
new doctrine is designed to defeat Soviet torces in a
European contlict. although it has apphcability in other
situitions that require the Army 1o destroy an opposing
army. The strategy has been described this way:
Forces. under AirLand Battle. will seize the inttiative through
a violent disruption-destruction sequence and then detfeat
caemy torees n detail. Relving on rapid setzure and retention
of the tactical initiative. AirLand Battle sceks. through
muncuver. to confront the cacmy s epgaged torees with
unforeseen threats more rapidly than they can react to them,
while simultancously disrupting and destrosing the remnfore-
ing echelons upon which he depends for victory .

AirLand Battle has shitted the emphasis from the
division commander as the primary warfighter to the
corps commander. which effectively moves the com-
mander’s level of interest from the tactical level to the
operational.-' The doctrine 1> mancuver-oriented and
considers the close battle as well as the deep battie and
the rear battle. Although it considers both offense and
defense of eqgual umportance. its preference is clearly for
olfensie operations.

The other major event attecting the post-Vietnam
Army occurred 1 19830 In response to the changing

- -
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strategic environment and the perception that low-
mtensity conflict in the Third World arcas was imcreas-
ing. senior Army leaders saw a need tor rapidhy deploy -
able light infantry forces. The result was a decision o
increase the number of light divisions. including two
new divisions that would be added in the midst of the
ongoing modernization program. These changes were to
be accomplished while holding Army end strength
781,000,

The new light intuntry divistons-—units that could
deploy guickly to trouble spots to put out brushtire wars
betore they expanded —hetped satisty the needs of
soctal strategy and coereive diplomacy. The 1G.000-
man unit wus designed to be rapidly deplovable i 300
C--141 sorties. The light division has the capability o
fight extensively at nizht: its misstons include detense
of kev mountain passes. antitunk defense in restricted
terrain. raids and hehborne operations, rear-area protec-
tion. and clearing and defense ot urban arcus or
restrected terrain, Normallv. a hight division wall be
cmployed as part of any army corps or joint task foree.
although it could be used independently.

The hght division’s strategic tlexibility and mobil-
ity are accompanied by several limeations. First. the
fight division™s battfetfield mobihity 1y restricted.
although 1t can move the assault clements of one of s
nine infantry battalions by cither wheeled vehicles or
Blackhawk hehicopters. Second. it has timited artillen
support (105mm howitzers and mortars) when operating
independently . Third. it carries only enough supplies tor
48 hours of operations. after which it must be resup-
plied by some outside ageney. Finally it does not have
a torced-entry capability. Bather it must be emploved in
A permissive environment or it must be part ot the
tollow-up cchelon. deploving atter ammphtbious or ar-
borne troops have secured lunding or entry arcas. None
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of these limitations s tatal, but the combat versatility of
the Light Infantry Division is much less than that of
other Army divisions.

Even betore it pursued its hight infantry mtiative,
onginally justified on the basis of a capabihity to fight in
fow-intensity environments, the Army begun to
strengthen its special operations torces (SOF). These
forces can be employed under circumstances in which
large conventional forces may be a political Hability. As
currently organized in one speciil operations command,
SOF consist ot eight Special Forces Groups. tour Psy-
chological Operations (Psyops) Groups, and two Special
Operations Aviation Battalions. There v also one
Ranger Regiment. consisting of three battalions and one
Civil Aftairs Battalion trom the active forces und three
Civil Affairs Commands 1in the Army Reserve. Overall,
the reserve components provide 50 percent of the spe-
ctal torces and Y0 percent ot the Psyops and civil attairs
units. -

The Army is currently structuring a 28-division
force. These units can operate throughout the spectrum
of contlict and the special operations force 1s especially
well suited for low-intensity wartare. Divisional units
include 14 heavy armor and mechanized divisions tai-
lored for use in Eurasia. 6 multipurpose infantry divi-
sions. 5 light divisions able to respond quickly in crisis
situations, and 1 each airborne. air assault, and high-
technology division. The latter combines a high degree
of tactical mobility with strong firepower.

The restructuring has been achieved without un
mcrease 1n active-component end strength, which has
allowed the Army to pursue modernization and sus-
tatnability programs that have unproved readiness. Sull
the new force structure requires greater reserve compo-
nent participation than before. For example. of the 28
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divisions. 10 are Army National Guard units (1 hight, 3
intantry. 2 armor. and 2 mechamized). Moreover. 5 ot
the ¥ active divisions are assigned | Natnonal Guard
“round-out’” brigade. There are also other separate bri-
gades and cavalry squadrons provided by the resenve
components. Within this overall structure. the reserve
components provide more than 50 percent of the combat
and combat support function of the Army.* This inte-
gration of active and reserve tunctions—the Total Foree
Concept—has changed the way the Army does busi-
ness. Since the concept was introduced 1n 1973 the
Army has relied on the availability of its reserve compo-
neats when developing Army support for joint or com-
bined contingencies.

This transter of missions and tunctions trom the
active component to the reserve component has several
important implications. Tirst. #f “roundout’™™ or support
forces are not mobilized. the Army will not be ready to
perform its combut missions. Crisis situations will
theretore require an carly mobilization decision by the
National Command Authority. This may or may not
send the proper signal in a crisis. Second. it the reserve
components must deploy to combat rapidiv. then these
units must be highly trained and equipped to the same
level as the active torces. That is not the case today,
Third. it will be important to exercise mobilization pro-
cedures to ensure that the reserve units can meet their
deployability dates. All of this demands time and
money. time on the part of the reservists and money
trom the active army to provide the equipment and
training necessary to achieve and maintain the requisite
level of readiness. =

Ot cqual importance to the force structure changes
is the Army’s equipment modernization eftort. (Scee
table 1.) The central thrust of equipment modernization
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is to provide what is needed to make Airland Baule
doctrine work. The modernization pace slows under the
fiscal vear 1987 budget. which will delay fielding of
some of the weapons needed to make AirLand Baule
tully ettective. The Army s only about midway in it
madernization of the forces that would first contront a
Soviet blitzkrieg and is only beginning to buy the sys-
tems that wili disrupt the reintorcing echelons. ™
Modernization is also concerned with warture at
the lower end ot the contlict spectrum. Although recog-
nized as g vital issue, doctrine tor low-intensity wartare.
which includes counterinsurgency and counterterrorism
operations. is not as well-developed as Airland Battle.
As a ronsequence. the equipment needed to support
such operations has not been completely detined.
Nevertheless. some items that would assist in counter-
ing terrorism and insurgencies have been identified.
Lighter equipment that is more castly deplovable. vehi-
cles—both armored and wheeled—that are extremc:y
mobile, equipment that will enable the soldier to acquire
targets at night. and heavy mobile mortars—all are cur-
rently under desclopment or already in procurement.
Some systems needed for this important Army mission,
however, have either been deleted from the budget or
delayed. The Armored Gun System. which would have
mounted a gun capable of killing tanks on a Light
armored vehicle. was cancelled during the Department
ot Defense fiscal year 1987 budget review. This would
have been an excellent capability for Light intantry
forces fighting against more heavily equipped Third
World torces. Another item equally usetul in counterter-
ror or counterinsurgency sifuations. as well as in more
conventional operations. is the LHX (Laght Helicopter
Experimentaly. The Army's hight helicopter force. used
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Table 1
Ground Force Systems Modernization
Svatem Descripnon

ABRAMS Tunk Man Battle Tank

MEOAS tank M Battle Tank product
mprovement

BRADLEY Fightuing Vehicles Infantry and cavalry heghting
vehicles

UH 60 BLACKHAWK Utihity heheopter

AH--64 APACHLE Attack hehicoprer

PATRIOT Surtiace to-ar missile system

Muluple-Launch Rocket Svstem Arnlleny

Armiy - FACMS Conventronal ballistic nissale

Copperhead Precivion-gutded artlier

ISTARS Arborne radar battehield mun

agement target location

Mtem

Sowrce: OJCS Miluary Posture. fiscal vear 19%7

for observation. reconnaissance. and command and
control, s rapidly becoming unable to meet the Soviet
threat. But reduced tunding levels have pushed buck the
imtial fielding of LHX from the carly o the mid- 1990,

Another Army concern is its ability to sustan the
battle for as long as it takes to win. Sustainability
requires forward positioning of cquipment for carly
deploying units. stockpiling of adequate war reserve
stocks overseas for use until thev can be replenished
trom the Umited States. and sutticient strategic mobiliry
assets, both sea and air. to deploy and support ground
torces. The greatest deficiency i sustainability is the
lack of a “"hot™” industnial base that can expand quickly
in times of ¢nsis to meet the surge demands caused by
active military operations. That capability does not exist

today.

h s e i
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Army Future Directions

Even with the greatly increased ettort that the Reuagan
administration has mounted since its election in 1980,
the Army fully realizes that tunding constraints will not
alfow 1t 1o obtain the force structure that its feaders
believe 1s justified by the threats now facing the United
States. Given the experience of the past several tiscul
years, the Army should not expect suddenly to have its
budget increased signiticantly relative to the other Sery-
ices. Hence. it must accept a smaller force that relies on
the reserve component to compensate tor deficiencies in
the active structure .-

The problem that taces Army force planners was
aptly explained in this way:

The real issue is this: Given no expected increase o man-
power. primandy tasked with tighting against heavy Soviet-
styvle forces i all major theaters. faced with ught budgets and
a traditionally small piece of the DoD pic. and being i the
middle of & major modernization effort. should the Army pay
the cnormous price associated with a major expansion of
light-infantry forces??

This is certainly a reasonable question when the pros-
pects for budget cutbacks seem probable.

The tollowing seem relevant to the future direction
of the Army should severe program cuts be realized:

I. The Army now cmerging will be the Anny of the
twenty-first century. Equipment lead-times are such that
the weupous systems being procured today will stll be in
the inventory 15 years tfrom now. Moreover. modermiza-
tion of today s scope can be supported only once in a gen-
eration. Although product improvements and evolutionary
changes to the force structure n be expected. the unigyue
circumstances that were the engine of Army moderniza-
tion will not reoccur 10 the near future.

2. The Army equipment modernization progran is
consistent with Airl.and Battle doctrine. which dictates
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how the Army intends to use ity foree m executing con-
ventional strategy. The new weapons that are coming
mto the inventory will enable the Army o tight the
close and deep battles demanded by s doctrinad imper-
atives. The same cannot be ~aid ot the equipment
needed by Light intuntry divisions to tight eftectively
against Soviet chients or surrogates in the Third World.
The luck of an adequate antitank capability wilf restrict
the emplovment possibilities of this division

3. The strategic rationale of the heht intantry divy-
ston s also suspect. Perhaps the case can be made tor
fielding one or two such units. but tour active and one
National Guard division striins credibihty . particularty
sinee some will have “roundout™ brigades. Given s
need for augmentation in high-intensity seenarios and s
himited antitank capabilities. the hight mtantry divesion
concept---or at least their number should be a candi-
date for reevaluation 1 severe budget constraints
theyond those currently o ettect) are mmposed on the
Army. Whatever the tate ot the light division concept.
the ¥2nd Airborne Division should be retained tor use
coercive dipfomacy situations. Sumitarhy . Special Oper-
ating Forces should be relied upon tor counternin-
surgency and counterterronsm misstons. With severe
budged restrants, the Army o may also wish o reevaluate
the role of the 2nd Intantry Division i Korew. One sen-
wor Army otficer has compared the stationimg of a US
intantry division i Korea, which has 20 active and 23
reserve mtantry divistons inats torce structure, to
Taendimy coals 1o Neweastle

4. Fo man o balanced 18-division force adequately |
the Army needs 860,000 soldiers Tt therefore taces a
choiee hetween o "hollow Army ™7 or a substanbial cut
i toree structure i severe budget cuts are torced on
it But neither the Army nor any other Service should
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be torced into untlateral cuts given the strateewe logw
outhined earlier. Budget allocations m timies ot fiscul
poverty as well as in more prosperous years should be
in accordance with national prionties and uniticd mily-
ey strategy .

5. When the four basic US interests are exanuned
in the context ot strategic irends and threats, they suge-
vest that US strategie priontes should be ordered i the

tollowing manner. First, the Umited States must deter

the outbreak of nuclear war. Second. regonal priorities
should be Western Burope. Japan and Korea, Southwest
Asta and the Middle bast. Central and Latin America.,
Southeast Asia, and Atrica. Given these prionties and
the evidence that deterrence and detense m NATO wre
fimly in hand. a national aulitary strategy may be
advanced. Nuclear deterrence would renuun the highest
mlitary priotity . Neat. cconomy ot toree would be
practiced i those arcas where deterrence was stable.
such as Western Europe and Northeast Asial or where
the US interest was low. as in Southeast Asia and
Atrica. The Umted States would retan the capabihty to
intervene in Cemtral America. the Middle Basto und
Southwest Asia to combat terrorism and revolutionary
msurgency. In appropriate circumstances. = prinmary
reliance mosituations short of war would fall on ar and
naval torees. along wath the Armiy s rapid deplovment
capability.

6. This strategic concept would require some shifts
in detense budget allocations. 1t has been estimated that
the budget has been allocated in the following manncer:
23 percent tor nuclear forces: 42 percent tor general-
purposc forces oriented on NATO: 15 percent tor Asig
and 20 percent tor other conventional contingendy
forces. ™ The strategy outhined above would leave the
nuclear torces as is. but reduce general-purpose
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NATO-onented forces 6 pereent. These savings would
be dpplied to contingeney forces. rusing that vutezon
o 15 pervent. For the Army . this would continue the
cmphusis on socal strategy and shehtly decmphasize
copventional strategy

Indisputably . twentieth century warture reguires
umtied military action. whether the strateey s comven
tonal. social. or coerave diplomacy Landpower will
FCQUITS extenNIve s amd ir support (o come o srips
with an cnemy wherever he s focated  Bat s certan
that success will be achieved only when the soldier with
4 gun s on the seene
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SHE US NAVY UNDER THIE
REAGAN ADMINISTRATION AND
GLOBAL FORWARD STRATEGY
John Allen Williams

Ru\ VLD REAGANTS FUSO election victon
was anterpreted by many as o mandate o Urearm Amer
1w Desprie smalbinereases in mithitay spending even
vear of the Cuarter presidency - ond a siemticant promh
tary reorentation ot administration priorities i 1979,
there was a widespread pereeption that not enoush was
bemg done to reverse wdecade long reduction ain US
military capabihiy welative 1o the Soviet Umion and 1o
potential opponents iy the Third World

With the mmportant exception ot the Strategic
Detense Imnatve (SDh. the Reagan admmastration did
not greathy alter the busic detense programs of s prede
cessor, It did, however, increase the resources given to
them and i this way made previousty undertunded
policies more hkely o succeed . Thas trend was par-
teutarly evedent i the dramatic expansion ot the
Nuvy s budeet

Many indivrduals Bave assisted my anderstandmy or the
issues discussed heres mctuding fanes R Karth, John )
Mearshemmer, Poter Mo Swartz leho 1 Buron Donald ©
Pamel. and Robert S Waood: however. the responsibihins tor

e analyses and conclusions remaans nine
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At the same tme, strategic guidancee was evolving
from within the Navy that directs how the increased
capabilities would be used. Known vartous!y as the
“Forward Maritime Strategy 7 or qust the U Maritime
Strategy.”” this gutdance outlines the campaigns of
global conventional war with the Soviet Union and
serves. i the view of ats critics. primartly as @ rattonale
for the expanded torces the Navy has long desired
Whether or not this is 1ts purpose. the Maritime Strategey
offers o distinet strategie alternative o the pluns of the
Carter administration, and deserves evaluation on iis
ments. Because the strategy presupposes a large number
of highly capable torces. its prennses and conclusians

must be examined carctully during a pertod ot

budgetary retrenchment.

The purposes of this analysis are threefold: firse, to
examine the Mantime Strategy as a basis tor deterring
and. if necessary, fighting a global conventional war:
second, o review the naval foree structure investments
that have been inade during the Reagan administration
in support of that strategy - and third. to explore future
Navy directions in the light of projected threats and
budgetary realities.

The Maritime Strategy

Betore discussing the detatls of the current Maritime
Strategy. a review of some historical factors is in order.

Historical background. The end of the Second
World War found the United States with absolute
mantime supremacy . without any need for allied assist-
ance. The primary opponent was domestic. as the Navy
and the newlhy created Air Foree struggled over the role
cach would play in naval aviation and strategic attack.”

e rnae,
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With regard 1o potentiad toreign opponents., the need tor
a coherent strategy was less compelling at a time of
absolute marinme domimance,

The mtroduction of tactical nuclear weapons into
the Soviet tleet caused some concern about tleet vul-
nerability . but even this development did not provide
the impetus for o thoroughgeoing strategic reexamina-
tton. Three tactors combined to cause such u rethinking
in the 19705, however: the growing maritime power ot
the Soviet Union. the block obsolescence of the ships of
the World War I Navy. and the declining national com-
mitment to defense resources.

By the 19705 the Soviet Union wus becoming o
worfd-class maritime power, tt s now hard to imagine
that 1t was not until the 1960s that the Soviet Navy reg-
ularly deploved out of home waters® wind became a for-
midable blue water™ torce.

At the end of World War 11, the US Navy was a
newly constructed. balanced torce. prepared for and
experienced inowartime operations ranging from
amphibious assault to air attack and tleet defense. Even
as recently as 1970, the Navy operated over a thousand
ships. ancluding 22 wircratt carriers. Unfortunately.
many ot these ships were approaching the end of their
service lives. These old ships were increasingly expen-
sive to operate. and decisions were needed about the
torces that would carry the Navy into the next century,
Rather than continue to operate these ships, the Navy
retired them in large numbers. with the expectation that

the money saved could be used for new construction of

the sophisticated new vessels needed for modern
wartare. With a much smaller number of larger and
more capable ships. the Navy needed to rethink how
maritime superionity could be maintained in this new
situation.

e i
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A complicatiyg tactor e all of this was the dimun-
ishing withingness ot the American people to provide
the resources necessary for a strong detense. The reso-
lution ot US military mvolvement in Vietnam satistied
neither hawks nor doves, and the disclosures of the
Watergate era further increased the popular distrust of
national leaders. These developments combined with a
tendency to put the most favorable construction on
Soviet activities during the period ot “détente™ und
arcatly diminished support for mainta’ ning US naval
SUpremacy .

The noaval sirategy of the Carter administration.
The Carter administration accurately retlected this
national mood. Defense resources increased an average
ot only 1.5 percent per yvear. clearly insutticient to sup-
port the Navy's restructuring goals * OF even greater
concern. however. were the administration’s strategic
priorities and the roles assigned to the Navy in mecting
them.

The most important military priority for Carter
detense planners, apart from deterring strategic nuclear
war. was the defense of the Central Front in Europe
against a land attack by the Warsaw Pact. Detense Sec-
retary Harold Brown noted the growth in Warsaw Pact
combat potential in his last annual report, particularly
the yualitative improvements in their torces. The result
of this concern was a ““continental strategy.”” emphasiz-
ing forces immediately usetul on the Central Tront and a
continuing tlow of supplies trom the United States to
support them.

There s no disagreement about the importance of

such torces. and the Navy does not dispute the require-
ment to keep open an U Atlantic bridge™ 1o Europe. No
one wants a US President to be confronted with the

Cn e pm i
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need to use nuclear weapons to defend Europe because
the batile there cannot be sustained on a conventional
level, but there remains much disagreement about .
best way to Keep the vital sea tanes open. Under the
Carter administration the Navy. greatly reduced i oum-
hers because of e smp reuremenes aoted cartier. was
left with a strategy of “detensive sea control. ™™
Although certain torees, such as an deternunate num-
ber ot attach submarines (SSNs). would be permitted to
move to forward arcas north of the Greenland-leeland-
Norway line. the butk of the Navy's forces would be
reserved tor barrier operations and tor close-in detense
of the sea lanes.

Fyolution of the Maritime Straieev. Not
surprisingly. Navy feaders were anhappy about being
refegated to a defensive reactive role i the event of a
major war. and they were pauinfully aware of the cftect
of such a status on budget priorities. The turnaround n
naval strategy dates from Admiral Thomas Hayward's
tenure as Chiet of Naval Operations (CNO) . which
bridged the Carter und Reagan administrations. The
Muaritime Strategy that eventually emerged (the “ofti-
cral’” versiony owes a large debt to the strategic con-
cepts put torth in 1979 by Admiral Havward.” He
emphasized the need tor oftensive strikes against Soviet
forces wherever they may be found. even in their home
waters. The budgetary implications of this are apparent.
but they should not obscure the even more important
strategic ones. [t s possibie for US naval torces to
operate north ot the Greenland -feelund-Norway tine
successtally their activities would tic down Soviet
naval assets that otherwise could be emploved along the
sea lanes farther south. A credible threat against these
torces could reinforee the Soviet inclination to pull back
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into o defensive posture tfrom which they would pose a
lesser threat to the United States and her NATO allies,

It Admiral Havward and his successor as CNO,
Admiraf James Watkins. provided the mteliectual toun-
dation of the Muritume Strategy. Sccretary of the Navy
John Lehman provided much of the political muscle.
Lehman took oftice with clear wdeas about what he
wianted to accomplish. A commander in the Naval
Reserve and a naval thght oftficer. Secretary Lehman
wis i strong supporter of a forward. offensive strategy
and of the forces necessary to carry it out. He castigated
the Carter admimistration™s strategy of detensive sea
control as “rdefeatst”” and a Maginot Line’
approach.® and pressed for an offensive strategy that
placed the Navy in forward areas early i a contlict. In
a stgnificant departure from previous policy. Lehman
argued that battle groups centered around aireratt cur-
riers could be used to attack Soviet torces in therwr home
waters, and even, at some stage of the contlict. in port
or on the runway.

These offensive principles. refined through Naval
War Colfege analvses and war games and inputs from
Navy and civilian analyvsts. were incorporated in a series
of briefings prepared by the Strategic Concepts Group
of the Office of the Chiet of Naval Operations (OP-
603). These brictings became. in turn. the basis of the
Maritime Strategy. Classitied “hard copies™ of the
brieting shides and text are updated yearly and circulated
widely within the Navy. In addition, Admiral Watkins
had an unclassitied version published in a January 1986
supplement to the U.S. Naval Institute Proceedings.”

The Maritime Strategy is important for two rea-
sons. First, 1t has become the baseline Navy strategy.
guiding the employment of naval forces in o global con-
ventional war with the Soviet Union. [t afso aftects
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naval operations short ot global war. thut 1s. 1n peace-
ume presence eid crists control 30 To the extent that the
Maritime Strategy is seen by potential opponents as
credible warfighting strategy . deterrence will be
enhanced und the probability of war lessened.

Second. the Marttime Strategy is also the CNO'S
Program Advisory Memorandum (CPAM) that deter-
irines what forces should be purchased in the future. As
ate b of the ONO™S Strategic Concepts Group
oxrioond. the Martime Strategy s the triggenng cle-
mere oo the Navy s Planning. Programming . and
Budecnme System (PPBS). [tis the fst P in the PPBS
cvcie T The followre examines the relationship
between the Marnitime Strategy and naval foree structure
below . after considering the Maritime Strategy itself.

Characteristics of the Maritime Strategy. Althougn
as noted. the Mantime Strategy began as o tramework
tor waging a global conventional war with the Soviet
Unton. it has exparded to include peacetime presence
and crists response operations. Judging from Admaral
Watkins " articke, however. it sull deals primanly with a
alobal war sitwation. Such a war. although fraught with
immeasarable dangers and ditficulties, iy conceptually
much simpler than the less demanding but more varied
crisis situations that could arise. It is also the most dan-
gerous situation, apart from strategic nuclear war. and
one for which the United States must be prepared it war
ts to be prevented. The Muntime Strategy has several
characteristies:

DttERRENT. The overarching goal of the Maritime
Strateyy is deterrence. and Navy strategists are con-
vinced that the best way to avoid fighting a war is to be
perceived s able 10 prevail it one should occur. The

o e,
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second best way s o ncrease the wneertainty on the
part of g potential adversary that he could gain anvthing
from an attack. Raising the level of Soviet uncertainty is
the basis of the nuclear deterrent now 1n pluce in
Furope. and the Marnitime Strategy has o sinular
cifect - but at the sater and more relevant conventional
levell Naval torees are also believed to add to deter-
rence 1n that the Soviets would be unable to precon-
fieure the contlict to oceur at places where they hinve an
advantage.

GLOBAL. T the Sovicts expected that a war could
be contined to Central and Western Europe. it would e
casier for them to caleulate the correlation of forces and
the risks of launching an attack. The Navy belicves that
wherently mobile mantime forces. which can attack the
Soviet Unton trom many directions, are useful as forces
in being which tic down Soviet forces. The Navy argues
that the global dimension of the Maritime Strategy iy
important for the detense of the Central Front in
Europe. even though the direct contribution of naval
forces would not be signmiticant in the carly days of a
war.

FORWARD. The ““torward™™ characteristic of the
Maritime Strategy 1s emphasized for military and politi-
cal reasons. Militanly. the oftensively minded Navy is
convinced that 1t makes more sense to attack Soviet
forces directly than it does to sit back and await their
attack. Politically. the demonstrated willingness of US
forces to share the risks of a forward defense and the
increased likelihood of success is thought to shore up
the willingness ot our allies to continue to resist Soviet
encroachment,
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JoINT axD ablieh. Unlike the Soviet Union, the
United States can detend its borders tar trom home. and
has the assistance of several wealthy allies in dong so.
Secretary Lehman emphasizes the importance ot allied
contributions i carrving out the Maritime Strategy, and
says the US Navy s prepared to bet that US allies waill
continue o maintam modern, eftfecuve navies, -

Although the Nuvy is reluctant to surrender s
treedom of ction- - and fids resisted reorgamzation pro-

positds o strengthen the Charman of the Joint Chiefs of

Statt and the civiliun Betense Departiment =1t s aware
ot the fact that 1 cannot expect 1o “goat alone™ g
alobul war and successtully complete its muissions. This
v retlected moa TOR2 memorandum of understanding
with the US Air Force which provided for joint mar
e operations. (Sinee that nme. the Air Foree has
assumed this as w magor mission, ncluding 1t i their
Muanual V-1 Busie Aerospace Doctrine of the United
States Air Force 'y Among the missions for which Awr
Force assistance 18 usetul are antianr and antisurtace
wartare. maritane reconnuissance. minelaving. and air-
borne warning and control (AWACS) support.

SEQUENTIAL. Despite the interpretation placed on
carlv statements by John Lehman. ' published accounts
ot the Maritime Strategy show no requitement Tor an
immediate movement of surtace torces into the highest
threat arcas. While such actions are not rufed out by the
strategy. they are by no means required. Navy strate-
sty agree that particular operations must depend on the
tactical sttuation. but there is less unanumity on the
teasibihity of sending surtace torees close to Soviet
detenses carly in a contlict.

Sequentiality also means that the US Navy cannot
be everywhere at once. and priorities will be established

B SV
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among the arcas of operations. Sull, as Secretany {ch
man wrote carly in his term ot oftice. naval operations
eould well invobve w number of stgnificant and widels
separated regrons, probably simultancoushy | and for this
the torces must be tully prepared and traned. ™"

Navy planners divide o hypothetcal global war
mnto three phases.' Phase [y rdeterrence or transition
o war. " Although the primary purpose of this phase i
deterrence. forces must also be positioned properly tor
wartime operations. This may mean an carly torward
moyement 1o areas of crisis or to arcas ot Soviet fleet
operations. For exumple. antisubmarine wartare 1ASW)
torces. including P -3 uircratt and SSN«. would deploy
as far forward as possible o be ready o attack Soviet
SSNs and. it s now clear. therr bullistie nussile-firing
SSBNs. By 198G as many as 13,000 Murines and more
thun 130 qireratt could be deplosed ma matter of dass
to marry up with materiel prepositoned o Norwav . to
prevent the Soviets from turmng the northern tlank ot
NATO by seizqmg the airticlds and harbors ot that coun-
trr 0 Al earrier battle forees would be moved tor-
ward to suppont Norway. Greece. Turkev, and Japan.

In practice. of course. the goals of deterrence and
proper positioning tor war would conthet it torward
mnval deployments caured the Soviets to escafate w orisis
1o o vontrontotion or an attuck. For example, they
might well imterpret carly carrier torce moveinents o
Norway as precursors woan attuck on therr own North-
ern Fleet based on the Kola Pemnsala and take preemp-
tyve acthion. US Navy concern about such criticisms 1s
apparent from Admiral Wathiny” statement that such a
preposittoning does not tmply some mmmediate
“Charge of the Laght Brigade™ on the Kola Peninsula or
any other specific turget.”
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Phase s seizmge the imtanne 7 Inthis phuase.
war has broken oat and the US Navy will tane otteias,
ACton aganst Soveet targets “us tar forwand as possg
ble. 7 Adimirad Watkims's articte s the clearest eapres
ston o date of the US Nav s s mtention o attack Soviet
SSBNs i thewr sanctuanies™ near the Sovier Umion
and under the polar wee. althouch that mtention could
also benterred trom previous statements by the 0NO)
and Seoretary ELehiman Thato of course. has caused
ercat deal ot anguish among cnities. who accuse the
Navy ot bemg unnecessanly provocatine et
Wathins also imphies that the Sosiet Unton aselt coulbd
come under attack 1 this phase as the threat trom
Sovict Nanval Aviation s elimnated

Phuase T s rearrving the tueght to the enenis
This s a continuation of Phase T wath attacks closer o
the Soviet hometand as Soviet detenses wre attirited The
coal of all these phases v 7 war termumation on tav o
able rerms 7 mcluding no use of nuclear weapons and
the destruction ot the Soviet Navy

Fraluanon of the Marttune Strateey The purpose
ot a miabitary strategy s to gurde the emplovment ot
force soas toactireve a pohitical obective . Strateges
should be distingwished trom tacties. the methods of
cmplovine miritary torce 1n particular encagements. and
from campatgns. the theater fesel encagements
designed 1o tarther the goals ot strategy and are toucht
using appropriate tacticos Tacnes and Cinpratgas sepport
strategy . but are not subordimate to it

By these detimtions the Mannme Strateey s true
strategy . as distinet from campaign planning or tactees
feis, a0 tact. the most developed and imtegrated expres
ston of a national military strategy that currenty exists.
Both the Army and the Air Foree have “doctrine. ™ but
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the hrehoest devet at which this exvists s the campaaon
level The Yrnnvs tor examples Pas deselopaed o doctime
foc tivhting @ hand war i barope unden modern conds
tens callted vl and Bande T and the N Borce s
converned with EFollow on Foree \tack . but neaitha
ot these approaches otters an mtesrated approach to
tichting o elobal wars There isom tact, ctechng anone
some Ay and A Borce othieers that the indeadual
Services have no business plannmimyg at the strateeic
fovel arcuiny that this should only be done by the b
Chirets ot Statt JOS Yo the Ofhice of the Sedretany ot
Detense cOSP B the view of Novy statesistss such
planmimg was ot adeguate. and the Nave soapts tilled
the mntetlectual vord Pha e resalungs stiatess has o
distingt blue and 2old colotation should surprise nooone

Phe Mantoe Strateey s notsothout s detesctoes
Crities name tour Jdetioenaes: Tstoatas not etfoomee
second s s dungarous thod o deoaces trosa hiohes
phonty torees necded on the Contral Frontand tourtin,
the torces requined tor s impiementation are us

necossarthy vomples cand theretore contlv

Friccovonose agree that an overdy avgrassinve
miplementation of the Martmie Strategs that would
imvolhve. tor examples carly movement of surlace naval
torces near Soviet home waters, s not hikely 1o be
cliective  Fis not dear that any surtace toree could Tast
longe agaimst the muassed rands the Sovicts can mount
lose to ther shores s and aircratt carrers are far too vad
uahle tobe tost i the Arctic carls i aowar

Aless ageressinve version of the Martime Strateey
however. promises mnportant advantages bForward
operattons of submarines. and perhaps later m a war ot
surface umits, toree the Soviet Navy back into 1ts bas
trons. reimntoree a pronounced tendency for caution in
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mihitary altirs. and. toeether swoith mobede anphibions
torces. pin down Soviet forces that vould otherwise be
tned aeamst US whios 1 eall these nussons T tonaand
arca sea control 70 They contrast waith the detenane
s contral T ortentation tavered by the Carter adnnn
sstratton, which was clearhy madequate tor anation as
refrant upon sca lane detense as s the Umited Staees
Forward arca sed contrel also contrasts with oticnsne
seavontrol missions that enviston thie carly use ot s
face tarces to projeci pewer arienst the shore ot the

Soviet U nion

Darneer. Alb mnlitary operations are potentialiy
dangerous and the posabibity of o veodent end s ever
present. A essue s whether the Marpme Strategy s
unnecessanly dangerous. Certamnly some o the torward
operations envisaged by the strateey are guite risky tor
the torces imvolved. and antt SSBN operations pose
additionul problems of escalation control and strategie
~stabrtis

A particular concern s the possibility that certain
US nuval actions could trigger a nuclear response. No
one can say with certamnty how the Soviets would
respond to a discovery of w carrter battle groun nearing
striking range of the Kola Peminsula or to an Amenican
campargn against Soviet SSBNs i therr sanctuaries. It
15 posstble the Soviets would regard the carner battle
aroup ¢CBGy as a nuclear threat, o view of ity naclear
potential. und Taunch o preemptive nucleuar attack ot
their own in response.  Navy analysts are reluctant to
discuss this possibility . but it is rendered more likely by
the clearly mihitary nature of the target.** (Such an
attack might also depend on the status of the ground
battle, and the United States might want to fink Soviet
nuclear restramt at sea. where they are relatively weak.
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with US nuclear restramt on lund, where NATO is at a
comventional disadvantage.) Even it the US Navy were
to sink all ol e Soviets SSBNs. the result might then
put their remaming land-based systems on a very dan-
gerous Tlaunch on warning T posture. The anti-SSBN
mission may be one which becomes more dangerous the
more “successtul’m ot becomies.

The foregoing comments do not mean that the
Navy should return to the days ot defensive sca control
only . or that forward operations. even of surtace torees,
should never be attemipted. Certainly the Soviet pereep-
ton of the US Navy's apility and willingness to perform
these tasks should bolster deterrence. The same s also
true of prospective attacks on their SSBNs: the know (-
edge that such attacks are possible may have a deterrent
eftect. but US leaders should consider long and hard
betore actually ordering such attacks. Nor should it be
assumed by the Navy that it would automatically
receive authority tor such attacks.

Priority. AtUissue is whether resources devoted to
the Navy might betier be spent building up NATO s
conventional detenses. To be sure. the defense of
Europe remains a vital commitment ot the United
States. and its loss would be catastrophic. Still.
the argument that European defenses are extremely
weak cuts both wavs. It so. they should surely be
strengthened. But it Europe were lost. maritime
superiority would be crucial to defend what would be
left of US interests. and even to protect a “fortress
America’ that had fallen back to the Western
Hemisphere. It this should come to pass. the Navy will
be voy happy not to have lost the use of its carriers
carly in the war.
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It may be. on the other hand. that the conventional
balance 1s not as untfavorablie as has been assumed.
Although a sharp critic of the Maritime Strategy. John
Mearsheimer has written that NATO torces have a good
chance of ““thwarting a Soviet blitzkrieg™ and torcing
the Warsaw Pact o fight a war ot attrition. ™ I that is
so. expenditures on maritime forees that can attack the
Soviet Union from many directions also make sense tai
their deterrent effect as well as their wartighting rele-
vance on the NATO flanks. For deterrence to be tully
effective, the Soviets must realize not only that they
cannot achieve a bhitzkneg. but that they cannot expect
to win & war of aunton cither.™

Compleviev. Only the most sophisticated and com-
plex forces would have a chance of survival near the
Soviet Unton in wartime. Increasingly. however, this is
true for “low threat™™ arcas as well. The British recov-
ery of the Fulkiands Islands was purchased at a high
price in {ives and ships—a price that would have been
fower with airborne early warning und higher perform-
ance aircratt. Similarly, the periodic “freedom of navi-

gation”” exercises by the US 6th Fleet in the Gulf of

Sidra are much safer because of the sophistication of US
defensive and oftensive weapons. Libyan ctiorts to dis-
rupt these operations have been notably unsuccesstul.
Sophistication can be both a force multiplier and a
lifesaver,

Summary of the Marinme Strategy. Changes in US
Navy plans for fighting a global conventional war were
well underway betore the Reagan administration canie
into office. but the mcreased emphasis on offensive
operations was fully consistent with administration pri-
orities. Secretary of the Nuvy John Lehman supported

-
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this new direction strongly. and 1t was turther elabo-
rated by the tirst Chiet of Nuval Operations appointed
by Reagan. Admiral James Watkins, Reuagan’s
appointee as Chatrman of the Joint Chiefs ot Staftt.
Admirad Wilhham Crowe, iy also well versed in the Mar-
time Strategy. although he may not promote it as hard
as he would if he were CNO instead of the Chairman of
the ICS.

Strategically . the Maritime Strategy assumes that a
war with the Soviet Unton would—-and. from the
United States” perspective. should-—become global.
although 1t may not involve the use of nuclear weapons.
(The contrary assumption. that nuclear use in war i~
inevitable. iy a selt-fulfitling prophesy. since one would
not be prepared to tight a conventional war.) Maritime
Strategy supporters drgue thut money spent on the Navy
to implement the Maritime Strategy is more beneficiad
than money spent in support of forees to defend the
Central Front directly. and Secretary Lehman was extra-
ordinarily successful in convincing Congress and the
administration to support naval force investments.

Naval Force Structure

The key difference between the detense policies of the
Carter and Reagan administrations is the much higher
level of funding by the latter. particularly when the
comparison is made with the first three vears of the Car-
ter presidency.”” Secretary Weinberger acknowledged
this i his fiscal year 1987 report to the Congress. say-
ing. ““The principal difterence between the Reagan
Administration’s defense program and its immediate
predecessor’s s our determination to ensure a balance
of forces adequate tor credible deterrence.”” The dit-
terences are nob. he said. caused by strategic disagree-
ments, but by differing judgments about the proper level
of tunding. ™
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Reagan administration priovities. But with respect
1o naval forces, the increased resources are not simph
attributible to a policy of "more.” " but tlow trom the
reguirements of the Maritime Strategy. Since surtace
eng.  ments near Soviet defenses were not contem-
plated. «..: Carter admintstration strategy could arguably
be implemented with 4 smaller number of less capable
ships than would be necessary for a forward strategy.
The result was a deemphasis on sophisticated naval
units in favor of a smaller number of less costly alterna-
tives, plus nonnaval forces usable on the Central Front.
Specifically. Carter believed the Navy needed oniy 12
deployable aircraft carriers and 90 SENs to carry out his
defensive strategy.

Secretary of Defense Caspar Weinberger made it

clear in his tirst annual report to the Congress that the
global strategy of the Reagan administration presented
““a clear need for increased U.S. naval power.”” Con-
sistent with this betief. his procurement program con-
tained “"a significant inerease in the number of new
ships. aireratt, and weapons procured for the Navy, ™™
The goal of the new administration was ““maritime
superiority over any hikely enemy. ... This goal dictates
an increase i U.S. naval power.” ' In a discussion of
“defense in depth™ for surface forces. Secretary Wein-
berger clearly adopted the offensive emphasis of the
Maritime Strategy:
Our preferred approach [to fleet detensed is to destroy enemy
bombers before they can reach ASCM {antiship cruise mis-
stle] launch range by striking their bases or by destroying
them in transait. -

Secretary ot the Navy John Lehman strongly sup-
ported thix shift in strategy. and pushed hard tor the
torces necessary to carry it out. As a naval aviator.
Secretary Lehman could be expected to support aireraft
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carniers, and those tumiliar with his carlicr wrinings
were not surprised by his emphasis on carrier procure-
ment. ' Lehman called tor i deet o 600 ships. iclud-
ing 15 deplovable carrier battle groups. Because at am
one tme one carrier will be in extensive overhaul unul
the end of the century under the Service Lite Extensien
Program (SLEP). a total of 16 carriers iy required to
support this goal.

Testimony by Admiral Huyvward soon atter the new
administration took otfice showed a clear understanding
of the torce structure implications ot the Maritime
Strategy . He viewed the tfiscal year 1982 budget sub-
mitted by the outgoing adnunistration as ““wholly

Table 1
Deplovable Battle Forces, Fiscal Year 1980
and Fiscal Year 1987

Shup Ivpe N JUNT

Ballistic Massile Submarmes 40 R
Strategic Support Ships S 6
Arreratt Carriers tDeplovables I3 4
Battleships 0 3
Cruisers 26 35
Destrovers 81 (]
fFrigates 7 115
Nuclear Attack Submarines (SSNw) 7 Yy
Diesel Attack Submuarines S 4
Patrol Combatants K) 6
Amphibious Ships 66 62
Mine Wartare Ships 3 N
Underway Replenishment Ships 48 57
Support Forces Ships R 53
Total 479 567

Source: Secretary of Detense, Anrial Report 1o the Congress,
Fiscal Year 1987,
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unsatistactory in terms of its impact on the naval bal-
ance.” Needed was a Navy of

at least 13 carrier battle groups. the capabihty to hit one-and
a-hadt Marine amphibious torces. a force ol 104 modern

attack submarines and all the suxihuary and support torces
necessary to sustain such @ large fleet.

The new administration began immediately to

implement ats “paval recovery program.TT A com-
parison of Reagan’s first hive-yvear defense plan with

Carter’s last one shows 2 carniers, 4 renovated battle-

ships. and ' amphibious ships to none. and 17 SSN» 1o
7.7 Table 1 ~shows the result of this buildup strikingly:
from tiscal vear 19580 to fiscal vear 1987 there s an
increase from 479 to 367 in the number of deployable
battle-capable ships: moreover. many ot these are larger
and more capable than the ships that have retired i the
interim. Much of this increase 1s due to the complietion
of ships ordered in the Carter administration (due to the
long lead ume in ship construction) and to the delayed
retirement of some older ships. so the effect of the Rea-
gan ship construction program is just beginnng to be
felt. Table 2 indicates the force level goals of the Rea-
gan administration. compared to the tiscal vear 1987
end strength. Clearly the ““naval recovery program’™ is
not yet complete.

As . result of this emphasis on construction. the
Navy will reach its goal of 600 ships either in 1989
(according to the Secrotary of the Navy) or in 1992
taccording 1o the Congressional Budget Office. which
assumes an earlier retirement tor some older ships). As
important as numbers. however. is the need to modern-
ize the fleet—and this will be increasingly expensive
given the larger number of the more sophisticated ves-
sels required by the Maritime Strategy. The moderniza-
tion shorttall will be particularly acute in the guided
missile destroyer (DDGY category. ships which wre nec-
essary 1o protect the fleet from air attack. ™
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‘Table 2
Navy Force Goals for Fiscal Year 1987
Shepr Ivpe Gonal JusT

Ballistic Missile Submurines (SS8Ns)

and Other Strategie Ships 20.40¢ 9
Deplovable Aireratt Carmiers 15 14
Reactivated Battleships 4 3
Principal Surtace Combuatants 238 219
Nuclear-Powered Attack Submarines 100 94
Mine Countermeasares Ships 14 S
Amphibious Ships (MAEF + MARB Lito 75 62
Patrol Combatants 6 f
Underway Replensshment Ships 635 57
Support Ships and Other Aunilianes 6065 N

Total 7622 RURER S

*

Not deternuned: depends 1n part on arms reduction agreements
** Includes strategic support ships

=¥ Plus tour diesel-powered attack submarines

Sowrce: Seerctary of Detense. Annual Report 1o the Congress, Fis-
cal Year 1987

Future Nuvy budget requirements. The US Navy
budget has done well under the Reagan administration,
increasing 43 percent from fiscal year 1980 through fis-
cal year 1985 (in constant 1986 dollars). ¥ Despite the
emphasis on procurement. however. Navy budgets have
not been as heavily weighted toward procurement rela-
tive to operations and maintenance as has the Defense
Department budget as ¢ whole. From fiscal year 1980
through fiscal year 1985 Detense Department procure-
ment increased 105 percent. compared to an operations
and maintenance increase of 37 percent. Navy procure-
ment, however, increased 62 percent, with a 39-percent
increase in operations and maintenance. ¥
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Constraction expenses are oulyv the tip ot the
budget iceberg. New ships must be manned. and they
are expensive to operate. The result is that procurement
funds in one vear generate substantial operations and
maintenance requirements once the ships are commis-
stoned. The Congressional Budget Ottice behieves these
expenses, cotpled with the requirements of toree mod-
ernization. point to budget increases ot from about 3 1o
S percent per vear (in constant dollarsy until 19947
Secretary Lehman is more optiniistic. but he concedes
that a 3-percent growth rate will be necessary to sustamn
the OM)-ship Navy

The remaining questions deal with the hikelihood ot
achieving such an increase ina period of budgetary aus-
terity. and the ditficult chowces vaced by a Navy con
vinced of the etfectiveness of the Maritime Strategy . yvet
tuced with the prospect of severe budgetary retrench-
ment that would make the strategy more difficult to

&

cxecute.

Future Navy Directions

President Reagan’s fiscal vear 1987 budget showed a
3-percent growth per year through 1991 and a shift
toward operations and maintenance at the expense ot
procurement. Comparing defense expenditures as a per-
cent of gross national product or of total Federal
expenditures, at is clear that the capacity for defense
growth is there: whether the political willingness to
provide it will also be there is less certain. The admin-
istration cannot be pleased. however. at strong
indications of congressional unwillingness to tfund
defense increases. Considering the sequestrations
required by the Bulanced Budget Act (" Gramm-
Rudman-Hollings"" . defense appropriations actually
declined in fiscal vear 1986

A 5 s it
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The impact of budyetary retrenchment. tven with-
out the Balanced Budget Act. the political momentum
for increased defense expenditures has become
increasingly ditficult to sustain. Only President Rea-
gan’s determination and enormous personal popularity
has spared defense from further cuts. Despite Secretary
Lehman's expressed optimism that detense budgets can
and will increase. and despite the good arguments he
and others have made in support of this position, 1t
seems more likely that a period of moderate to severe
budgetary retrenchment is at hand for defense. As the
Service which has benetited most trom the derense
buildup. the US Navy will find itself with severe finan-
ctal problems.

Nuvy alternatives. Assuming that cutbacks will
come, and this analysis is not arguing they should. the
Navy has several alternatives:

MODIFY THE MARITIME STRATEGY. Even 1f
resources are cut back severely. the Navy is unlikely to
abandon or greally modity the Maritime Strategy—and
it should not do so. Notwithstunding the disagreement
in maval circles over how the Maritime Strategy should
be implemented. there is a strong consensus among
Navy strategists that the broad outlines of this forward
global strategy best support US national interests. A
change in the “strategic culture™ to emphasize defen-
sive operations, for example. is unlikely, and would
require years to take root,

CUT BACK THE PROCUREMENT PROGRAM. One way
to reduce costs while maintaining desired force levels is
to delay retirement of older ships. As noted above., this

[ Ty
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is one way in which the Reagan administration s mecet-
ing its goual of 600 ships. It this philosophy is applied to
attack submarines (SSNs). and new procurement is
reduced from four to three. a total of $4.7 billion could
be saved in the next five vears.*

With respect to carrier procurement. the George
Washingron will replace the aging Coraf Sea when it m
turn. replaces the Lexington as the aviation tratning plat-
form in 1991, A post-Lehman Navy could deaide to
cconomize and not construct a replacement carrier for
the Midwayv. now scheduled to retire sometime in the
1990s. (The Navy 1s vague in its public statements as to
when ¥ This would save the expense of building and
operating the other ships in the battle group and an wir
wing but would leave the Navy with [4 deplovable car-
riers, as it had at the end of fiscal year 1987, Fear of
just such a decision may motivate the Navy to push for
an additional carrier to be authorized betore the Reagan
administration leaves otfice

Whatever alternative is chosen. one hopes the
Navy will accelerate its development of vertical short
takeoft and landing (V/STOL) aircraft. These can be
operated from a large number of Navy platforms,
including the helicopter-capable amphibious ships that
are available or on order.

REDUCE THE TEMPO OF OPERATIONS (OPTEMPO).
The Navy has already made significant changes in its
deployment cycle. with the goal of limiting peacetime
deployments to 6 continuous months out ot 18, The
other 12 months are to be spent near home ports doing
maintenance. on local operations, and on refresher
training and workup for deplovment. The motivation for
this change is that the current OPTEMPQO i1s actually
higher than during the Vietnam war. and has adverse
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effects on crew morale and retention *° With a targer
number of ships and with the substitution of battleship
“surface action groups” tor carrier battle grotps. some
reductions in OPTEMPO are possible. ™

But Lirge reductions are not possible without a sig-
niticant change m operational philosophy. Carners have
proven very usetul in their “peacetime presence” role.
and both natenal and Nuvy leaders have thought it
important that as many as possible be torward-deploved
to reduce reaction time. With 15 deployable carriers and
a one-in-three deployment eyvele. only 3 can be torward-
deploved regularly. In the event of hostilities it is pre-
ferable to operate two or three carriers together to per-
mit around-the-clock tlight operations and to increase
the ratio of offensive to defensive aircratt. The alterna-
tive 1s 1o retain a greater proportion of the tleet in home
water. and surge torces torward in the event of a crisis.
This obviously requires excellent intelligence about
developing crises and the political will to act promptly.
The disadvantages to this posture are not having torces
where they can aftect developments and having only a
hmited number of ships ““showing the flag™ tn nonenisis
times. I budgetary constraints force this option upon
the US Navy. however. there are some compensating
advantages. The effect on crew retention would be posi-
tive, and when the tleet did sail in response to a crisis,
it would be a stronger demonstration of national
resofve.

INCREASE THE ROLE OF THE NAVAL RESERVE. This
ts, in fact, alrcady happening. I current administration
plans are approved. the Naval Reserve would increase
from 142,000 to 156.000 and the Marine Corps Reserve
would increase from 43,000 to 44,000 by the end of
fiscal year 198747 Compared to the 3 percent overall
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detense growth requested. the adnunistration: proposed
to increase reserve tunding for all the armed services by
10 percent in fiscal year 1987,

As manpower expenses climb. the transter ot addi-
tional tunctions to the Naval Reserve makes sense. o
long as the reservists are supported with the proper
cquipment and trainmyg. It must be remembered.
however. that this alternative 18 not cost-trees it reserves
are given obsolete equipment. their wartighting poten-
tial will be degraded according!y . and even Naval
Reserve ships have crews of approsamately 63 pereent
active-duty personnel. ™ The Reagan admimistration has
transterred 11 of o planned total of 26 refatively modern
cuided missile frigates (FFGsy to the Naval Reserse.
and will continue to provide the reserves with maodern
planes such as the F AN fighter-bomber and the A TH
light attack aircratt. Such plans may have 1o be
expanded. as must the legal authority ol the President o
mobilize particular reserve units tand individual resery
ists) quickly In an emergency.

Onc possibility that has been discussed s 1o put
three entire carnier battle groups into the Naval Resenve.
in a special category of ships that would not go 1o sea
unless mobilized. Reservists assigned to these vessels
would be those recently released from active duty
whose skills can be assumed not 1o have degraded sig-
niticantdy. It the ships are properly mamtained for
deployment on short notice and continuously updated
with modern equipment. the estimated savings over tive
vears would be on the order of ST billion. ™ There s
concern however, about the combat eftectiveness of
personnel who have not operated their equipment until
mobilization. fn addition. the carriers would not be
available for routine deployments or for crisis
operations.

<t
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REDUCE OPERATIONS AND MANTENANCE FENDING
{(FOR ALL DODY s tempiing (o cut O & M7 tunds
because such large reductions can be made i this area
Addinonally . the result of these cuts i reduced readt
ness s less apparent. at least during peacetime The
CBO has suggested two alternative cutbacks that could
save from SMY 1o SRO bthon over the next five vears
The smaller figure could have been achieved by reduc-
g Prestdent Reagan™s fiscal vear TORT request 10 per
cent, thew allowing O & M to grow i future years as
he requested. The Targer sum results trom holding the
srowth of O & M to the rate ot intlation. Whether
cither of these options s wise 1 view ot the mercased
toree levels i a matter for turther stady . but savines ot
this magnitude are ditticult to resast

MANAGE PROCUREMENT CONTRAC IS MORE FEE]
CHNTEY D Thas s an arca wheie etficiences do o
deerade foree levels or thew readiness Seoretary Leh
mun pomted 1o several mmtatves s includimg creasing
competition among supphiers. controthng changes 1
programs after they hie o commenced, vreating o
eareer path™ tor materie! protessionals, and mamtam
g program stabihity o avord costiy aps and
downs. 77 Much has been accomphished in this area.
and doubtless much remaims to be done -

The Post-Reagan Navy

Changes i capitat-mtensive forces such as the US Ny
do not oceur gquichls, and the changes wrought by the
Navy starting late i the Carter adnimistration will
attect torces and missions well into the next century
The Martime Strateyy s the basis of current Navy nus
stons aad procurement choices and will provide the
beginning pomnt for decisions by tuture administiations

S e nv———
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Nevertheless, changes on the margims are possible. and
over time these witl attect the Nuvy sizmiticantly .

Two tactors are not hikely 1o change mothe shor
term, however: the threats to national commitiments and
the dechming willingness ot politcad leaders, perhaps
cven Presidents, to tund detense at a level suthicient to
meet them. How this contradiction will be resolved s
urclear. but the time of refatnvely painless adjusunents
v over. There are several chorces, all unpalatabie:
reduce commitments, aceept a greater risk to nationyl
mterests, reduce necessany domestic spending, or taise
[RAYG W

But changes do occur Prestdent Basenhower's
desire to Timit military spending ted to the "New
Look." emphastzing stratege nuclear torees i a policy
ot massive retahation.”” Prestdent Kennedy's Rlex-
ible Response.”” emphasizing torees across the spectrum
ot conthet. made sense at a time when the Soviet Union
was behieved able to respond i hind o a US sratege
attack . and s stll the basis of US nnhitary policy
Increased  Soviet strategie and  theater nuclear
capabihities, however, have caused o renaassance ot
thinking about how to tight an extended conventional
war. The Mantime Strategy s part of that reassessment
Future challenges in the Third World. especially those
close to home 1o Latin Amenca. may combine with
other trends such as inereased terrorist activity o alter
detense priortties once again. The greatest change
would oceur in the event ot the poliical neutratization
ot Europe and the subsequent degradation or dissolution
ot NATO.

Sull.atis risky o predict the tature. Few people
anticipated the about-tace by President Carter in 19749 4
response to the Soviet mvasion ot Atghanstan, the
Soviet intmidation of Poland. and the Traman seizure of

v e s
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American hostages. Events in the Middle Bast. Cenural
Amectca. or elsewhere will surely atfect the future
course of the US defense pohiev. including the Navy s
force structure, i ways thiat cannot now be known. As
this course 1s determined. Navy leaders hope that the

American people will bear in mind the 1780 advice of

George Washington: “Under il circumstances. a dect-
sive naval superiority s to be considered o tundamental
principle. and the basis upon whih al’ hope of success
must ultimately depend. ™
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THE US AIR FORCE:
FORCE STRUCTURE. CHANGES.
AND IMPLICATIONS

Thomas A. Fabyanic

B Y VIRTUALLY EVERY MEASURABLE indicator
of merit. the US Air Force after 19%6 is a far superior
military instrument to the one inherited by the Reagan
administration i 1981, The quantity and quality of its
MARPOWET. Weapon svstems, and supporting systems
are greatly improved. as are readiness, sustainability,
and combat capability.

Collectively. these indices protile a cross-section
ot what s commonly referred to as the force structure,
that is, the basic size and composition of USAF combat
capability. That they indicate signiticant improvement
during the past several years is undeniable. Neverthe-
less, these statistical measures are not real evidence of
combat capabifity. The evidence that determines the
capability ¢ the force structure ultimately is provided
on the fie.wt! of battle. for only combat can demonstrate
the true miitary worth of systems and. of infinitely
greater importance. the men who employ them. Vahd as
they are. however. combat judgments are not timely
judgments; good or bad. when they are rendered they
possess a large measure of finality.

Necessary. theretore, is a combat-oriented concep-
tual framework for force structure decision-making.
Such a framework would include the realities and trends
of conflict, tollowed by technological capabilities and
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potentiul. focused threat analysis. und the influence of
domestic and international policies. When recent USAFE

torce structure decisions are viewed in the context of

their interrelationships. the More opunistic assessments
derived from statistical measures give way to a more
disgquicting picture.

A Conceptual Framework

Although the foundation of US national security policy
is deterrence. deterrence may Ll and the nature of war
becomie the arbiter of one’s torce structure. Evaluations
about that torce structure. theretore. must be made
within the context of war. The purposes tfor which wars
are tought can vary substantially: at onc level their
intent can be to destroy a nation-state as a political
entity, while at another the aim could be the relatively
minor one of suppressing insurgency. Clausewits
summed it up quite nicely with his analogy that war has
its own grammar (means and methods) but not its own
Jogic (purpose).! Because these purposes differ. the
methods and means used to achieve the objectives must
exhibit an ample degree of tlexibility.

War is not deterministic or mechanistic. and thus it
cannot be reduced to numbers.” Operative in war s
Clausewitz’s nouon of triction. Like its mechanical
counterpart. this phenomenon atfects all efforts in war.
and as a consequence of it even the most simple tasks
become difficult: few if any actions oceur as expected.
Further suggesting that war cannot be reduced to quan-
titative judgments is the role of chance. Clausewitz
understood the role of chance very well when he sug-
gested that
absolute. so-called mathematical. factors never find a firm
basis in military calculations. From the very start there 1s an
interplay of possibilities, probabilities. good luck and bad that

s =t A
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weaves 1its way through the length and breadth of the tapestry.
In the whole range of human activities. war most closely
rescbles a game of cards.

An essential element in war’s nature s the exist-
ence of oftense and detense as complementary factors,
Neither s perfect. nor dominant. both are operative
across the spectrum of war and at all operational levels.
Consequently. a force structure that ignores the comple-
mentary roles of offense and defense is one that funda-
mentally s inconsistent with the nature of war.

Aside from the nature of war, any meaningtul
assessiment of” a force structure must include an under-
standing ot war as derived from its history. Only history
can outhine the trends of war and highlight change inits
practices. It is history, morcover. that prevents one
from viewing war in a vacuum, as something apart from
the political. economic, and soctal conditions that allow
war to occur and which tempers 1ts conduct and out-
come. History. furthermore. provides a degree of crit-
ical judgment and alerts one to the role of subjective
elements in war that ““cannot be classitied or counted™
but which must be ““seen or el ™™

The second variable in the conceptual framework s
existing and emerging technology. Technology affects
the torce structure primarily in qualitative terms, but 1t
also can result in differing quantitive outcomes. What
can be referred to as technological sophistication. for
example. could result in greater numbers of systems,
while what one might term technological complexiry
could have 1ust the opposite effect. Technological
assessments of force structure decistons can be made by
examining the trend of those technologies directly
related to military capability and determining the extent
to which they are being exploited. individually and
collectively. to provide maximum force structure
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tlexibility. But such judgmients can be made only 1t one
possesses an understanding of what force structure sys-
tems are needed. otherwise the tendency widl be to
extract maximum benefit tfrom every technology ruther
than the relevant ones. With regard to its chiet adver-
sary. the USSR, the United States holds a4 commanding
lead in basic technologies directly related to nulitary
capabtlity. As shown in table 1. the United States is
superior in 14, the two countries are equal in 6. and the

Table 1

Basic Technology Areas

s US USSR USSR

Busie Technologies Supertor  Equal  Superior

b Acrodynamies Fiuid Dynanues X
2. Computers and Sottware "
2. Conventtonal Warheads dactuding all

Chemical Explosives N
1. Directed Energy thaser) hY
5. Electro-Optical Seasor tincluding

Intrared) X

6. Guidance and Navigation
. Lite Sciepces (Human Factors

Biotechnology) X
%. Matenials (Lightwerght. High
Strength. High Temperature) AN
9. Micro-Electronie Matenals and Inte-
erated Circuit Manutactenng X
10, Nucicar Washeads N
11, Opties AN
12, Power Sources (Mobiley tincludes
Energy Storage) N
13, Production Manutacturing tnctudes
Automated Controly X
14, Propulsion tAcrospace and Groumd
Vehicles) Xe
15, Radar Sensor X¢
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s US USSR USSR

Basic Technologres Superwor bquat - Superior
16 Robotes and Machine fnelbigenec N
170 Signad Processing N
1%, Signature Reduction AN
19 Submarine Detection \»
200 Telecommunications dncludes Fiber
Opticss N\

The Bt s limated 1o 20 technologies. which were selected wath the
abjective of providing o valid base tor comparing overatt US and
USSR busic technology. The hist v in alphabetical order These weh
neagies are on the shelt™ and wvaslable tor appheanion (The weeh
aulogies are not ntended o compare technology Tesel i currently
DEPLOYED muhitary systems

Fhe technologies selected have the potential tor sicmiticantiy
CHANGING the mubstary capabihty s the next 10 1o 20 vears. Fhe ween-
noelogies are ot stabe, they are improving or have the potentiaf for sie
miicant mmprosements: aew technologies may appear on fature fists

The arrows denote that the refative technology leset s CHANGING
sigmibcantls i the direction mdicated

Fhe judgments represent overall consensus tor cact basic wctine!
ogy arca. The USSR may be supertor i somie of the subtechnologies
making up cach basic technology The averase assessment can incorpe
rute a sgnihicant varanee when indnodual components ot technelogy
are considered
Sowerce Caspar W Wembereer, Amnwal Reporr o the Coneress. Fivead
bear 1987 iWashimgton, DO Government Printing Otlice. 1986y, p

233

USSR leads in none. Since these technologies are avail-
able and ofter the potential for changing one’s mihitary
capubility in 10 to 20 years. they are essential for arniy-
img at vahd jadgments about toree structure changes.”
A closely refated third varable 1s threat analyvsis and
it must address the most serious threat as well as those
most likely to result in war. Clearly the USSR talls into
the former category and torce structure decistons must
consider the range ot possible contlict that includes

o
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major nuclear exchange. conventional war. und challenges
at the periphery. At the samie time the United States mus
consider the threats posed elsewhere. and it is in this
respect that the realities and trends of war play -0 han
important role in the analysts. This considerati: vould
make clear the existence of different levels of war and
suggest that torces capable of fighting at one level may be
totally unsuited for another level. In addiion, the analysis
would highlight the different ways in which militany
torces are being used and. by inference. how they might
be employed in the future given existing and projected
determunants of war.

The final element in the conceptual tramework is
defense policy. which essentially consists of interna-
tional and domestic politics. International politics is best
viewed as an environment for defense policy in which

the key factors are alliance systems, the balance of

power among and between states, and the threat or con-
duct of war. The dominant factor in this environment is
existing and potential military power. The environment
of domestic politics consists of bureaucracies and inter-
est groups. ditfering social classes. and political parties.
Key factors 1n this environment are the essential
resources of society such as its manpower, money. and
material. Any defense policy decision. including force
structure decisions, affects to some extent both environ-
ments: simultaneously. both environments exert influ-
ence on defense policy. The net result is that many
policy decisions. and especially those that pertain to the
force structure, are not the consequence of logic: rather.
they are the result of politics.® Indeed. as much as one
might wish it to be otherwise. it may well be that the
realities and trends of war, technology. and threat anal-
yses are the less influential vanables in force structure
decisions.
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A briet dssessment of several ongoing mnitiatives,
when viewed i the context of our conceptual frame-
work, tends not only 1o suggest the significance of the
variables but the extent to which toree structure dect-
stons retlect logic or politics.

The Strategic Defense Initiative

Although a Joint Service rescarch program and thus not
vet a foree structure issue, the potential significance of
the Strategic Detense Imtative (SDE warrants at east
briet examemation. Although sertous concerns and ques-
tions are expressed about SDLL viewing it in the context
of war. technology. and threat apalysis supgests that ut
may be one of the wisest decisions of the nuclear era.
Above all else. there is a clear conceptual argument tor
SDI. The majority of those who have expressed their
disapproval of SDI belong primanily to a diverse group
that includes scientists. physicians, politicians, analysts,
and newspaper reporters. The one trait that most appear
to have in common in their opposition to strategic
defense 1s a fundamental fuck of understanding about
the kev tssue of war. This shortcoming 1s most regret-
able, since 1t as the nature of war and the compiemen-
ary interrelationship of oftense and detense as clements
of war that form the essence of the conceptual argument
tfor SDL.

Although it is generally accepted that offense s the
dominant form ot wartare, much evidence 18 10 the con-
trary. One merely need compare the objectives of
offense and detense o observe. 1o a metaphysical sense.
that detense 1s the higher form of war. Its purpose i to
protect and preserve. but the aim of otfense is to destroy
and. 1n some cases. annthilate. One can argue also that
detense s the stronger and less demanding type of war-
fare. Thus. weaker forces can depend on defensive war
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and survive, but they might be destroved of they resort
to offensive war. Finallv. defense pernuts one o absorb
inittal attacks and initiate offensive action at a time and
place of his own choosing. {t is tor these reasons that
Clausewitz could argue that ““the (/(_‘/(‘H.\(' form of war-
fare iy tnirinsically stronger than the oftensove. fand|
although it v implicit in the nature of Jwar] it s at odds
with prevalent opinton. which proves how ideas can be
confused by superticial writers. ™ (Emphasis 1 the
original.) o other words. the notion of offensive superi-
ority apparently has Little conceptuad basis, but deten-
sive wartare has much to justity 1t This conceptual
validity astde. however, history clearly sugoests that
wartare is characterized by offense and detense even
though one or the other torm may take precedence at
any given nme.

Recent mulitary history clearly shows that the tend-
ency toignore the refationship between oftense and
defense 1s not limited to the present generation. For
example, strategists i World War § fled. tor the most
part. to recognize that at some time prior to the war,
defense had gained ascendancy over ottense. In retro-
spect. the US Civil War and the Russo-Japanese War
offered ample evidence that the arbitraments of war
were defense and attrition. not oftense and mapeuver,
But that lesson did not become clear to most malitary
leaders until the oftenstves in World War | ground 1o a
halt on the Western Front. By that time. too much had
been invested” to guit.

An additionad clement i the conceptual argument
tor detense s the Clausewitziun notion of tricion as 1t
applies 1o war. As a consequence of friction, war does
aat untold as planned: troops. weapons systems. and
cquipment function ditferently when war imposes s
nature upon them. Clausewitz’s statement. “everything

e v
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I war is very sunples but the simplest thing  difts-
cult.”” s u clear recognimon of the problem.”

By applyving the principle of fricton to nuclear
conthict, one can recognize that ample room exists tor it
to dominate such conthict. The main cause o triction
would be the uncertainty assoctated with the etticacy ot
nuclear weapons, none of which have ever been tested
In a4 manner that even remoteiy approximates war. This
potential for triction s enormous and s & consequence
of it no competent nulitury otficer could clanm o high
fevel of contidence for u nuclear attack . Foo many
uncertaintios exist: US mihitary otficers know it und so
do their Soviet counterparts. As professional otficers,
however, they will attempt to reduce the fevel and crect
of triction as it relates to thewr operations. while realiz:
ing that it cannot be climinated.

Consider, then, how an active US detense would
add to the problem ot the Soviet attack planner. Ot
necessity . the entire Soviet attack tormulation and the
requirements for offensive systems would undergo
major modifications, The Soviets would need 1o con-
tend with a greatly mmproved US survedllance and recon-
matssance svstem and a favered detense speaificalls
taored for boost-phuse. postboost. mudeourse. and ter-
minal detense . Further complicating the attack would be
US preferential detense options that would permit
detenses of vanied mtensity . Some targets would be
defended heavily and others hghthv . but 1t would be up
to the Soviets to tigare this out. Above all else. the
Soviet attack plunner would need to cope with Iniction
and uncertainty. Substantial amounts of both would be
generated by US detenses. but much more would occur
because of Soviet hmitations, Simply put. the Soviets
could not test their capabihity against a US defense sys-
tem any more than they currently can measure their

- o m——
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eftectiveness against the existing US foree structure
Thus. the added friction and resalting uncertamty gener-
ated by an acuve US detense would compound the
Soviet attack calculus 1n g geometnie rather than
arithmetic fashion, and the probability of success would
decrease accordingly. Some Soviet warheads watl pene-
trate and the resulting destructiveness will be ot no
small congern. even though the primary targets of the
attack will be US retahatory svstems and not. as some
suggest, US cities. But. arguments that focus on the
impertectability of an active detense. aside trom bemg
irrational . ignore the larger contribution that detense can
make to deterrence and hence the prevention ot contlict,

A chiet objection to strategic detense s that 1t
would lead to instability. either ina erisis stituation,
wherein one side miught think it possessed an advantage.
or in an mtensive development and deployment ettort
characterized by some as an arms race i space.”
Although the instubility argument possesses some valid-
ity . 1t loses much ot its relevance when viewed 1 the
context of nulitary history and our experence with the
deplovment of nuclear systems. One probably would
search the annals of nulitary history i viun to tind a
war caused by instability resulung trom the deployment
ot weapon systems. Indeed. all of the evidence appears
to the contrary. even during the nuclear period. As an
example. for almost a quarter of o century following
World War T, US nuclear supernony created toree
structure instability vis-a-vis the USSR but it fed 1o no
nuclear contlict.

Addittonally . the historical record would suggest
that neither superpovwer would imitiate nuclear war to
prevent the other from deploving a tundumentally new
weapons system. The Soviets, for example. ook the
lead in the deployment of Tand-based missiles and



The 1S A o Vi

currently are the only nation 1o possess an operationad
antisatelhite weapon. the United Staies, on the other
hand. led i sea-launched TCBMS and multiple ide-
pendently targeted reentry vehicles (NHRV G In these
and other simitar deployments. the other side merehy
developed what amounted to an offsctting capabilits
twhich difters substantially from what s referred o as
action-reaction).

This trend. moreover. seeims to suggest that sub-
stantive or dramatic breakthroughs ire not a charactens-
tic of Soviet-Amenican arms competiton. What one side
develops the other soon acquires. although the record
does show that, except for o few mstances. the United
States has mamtained a quatitative edge. In this regard.
should the United States develop an eftective detense
syatem without the USSR tollowing suit. the United
States hay pledged publicly 1o share ity technology,

Cynies who do not take the United States seriousls or

critics who argue that providing detensive technotogy to
the Soviets isc o put it milddy . imprudent. perhaps can
take ~ome comtort i the realization that the Soviets,
through various means. usually have managed to obtain
desired military data from the West,

Opponents of SDI also aite s consequences tor the
T972 ABM Treaty. the provisions of which would
appear to prevent the deployment of an etfective strate-
gic detense. This argument. untortunately . demonstrates
a narrow view of the purposes of wrms control by sug-
gesting that oy outcomes are the ultimate measure ot
merit. Fhat simply v not the case. Arms controd is but
one talbert a vital oner ot several means used o main-
tan deterrence T0as notc howevers an end inaselt. and
thus 1ts products should undergo continual assessment.

The coneept of detending ane’s ballistic missile
torce is nulitardy sound. a pomnt well understood by
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military officers. both Soviet and American. Until
recently. however. the characteristies of ballistic mis-

stles prevented an etfective defense. and because of

those circumstances the ABM Treaty made sense tn
1972 and for several vears to tollow. But now we need
o guestion the relevance of the ABM Treaty. since it
appears that the concept of defense can become a practi-
cal reality by systemance exploitation of emerging tech-
nology. The treaty is not sacrosanct and both sides can
modify 1t through negotiations. A retusal to consider
that option ignores existing technological realities, the
basic clements of deterrence. and the nature ot war:
moreover, it would confirm the view of arms control
critics that the goals of arms control advocates are sadly
misplaced.

Those who oppose SDI on technological grounds.
like those who raise the instability argument. tend 10
1gnore the historical record. It would suggest the least
ditficult problem tor SDI s technology . comments {rom
scientists opposing strategic defense notwithstanding.
tn that regard. one only need recall the distinguished

scientist, Vannevar Bush, who ridiculed the idea of

JICBMs in the vears following World War 11 Although
there are serious technological questions pertaining to
strateyic defense. teastbility s not one of them. The rel-
evant questions are which technologies. of the several
that show promise. otfer the highest probability of suc-
cess and how they can be exploited for defensive pur-
poses,

But perhaps the most relevant point about technol-
ogy i its relationship to the larger scheme of things.
During the nuclear era we. as a nation. all too often
have allowed technology to dominate or exert undue
influence on our decision-making process. Quite often
instead of using technology to satisfy conceptual

. it
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tormulations we have permitted the reverse to oceur,
and as a consequence technology has tended to control
our actions. Fortunately. SDI has returned us to a more
togical order of things. first by establishing a concept
and. as a second step. looking tor technology to provide
the means or force structure. Should that occur. a meas-
ure of intended compatibility would exist between an
clement of the force structure and the purposes for
which it exists. Regrettably, one cannot say that tor
other Reagan administrabion structure decisions

The Midgetman

A classic case of a4 misguided force structure process
and deciston can be tound in the effort to design.
develop. and deploy @ mobile small intercontinental bal-
listic missile (SICBM). referred to as Midgetman, The
outgrowth of the President’s Commission on Strategic
Forces (Scowcroft Commission), Midgetmaun is quite
inconsistent with the realities of war and reasoned threat
analvsist as a proposed system, it exists not because of
logic but because of domestic politics,

The origins of Midgetman are found in two very
debatable and related issues concerning a possible stra-
tegic nuclear exchange with ICBMs-—land-based mis-
sile vulnerability and a4 concept known as first strike. In
brief. the former accepts as valid the assumption that
Soviet ICBM reliability and countertforce potential
(which derive from warhead vield and accuracy) are
sufticient to destroy the majority of US fixed-based sys-
tems. First strike simply postulates that the Soviets. by
launching a massive nuclear attack hirst. could destroy
enough US systems to render a US response unhikely or

impossible. The burden of proof for these positions. of

course. rests with the advocates. but despite extensive
research, analysis, and argumentation. the evidence
remains lacking.
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Moreover. it is unlikely that evidence will be torth-
coming without extensive operational testing ot nuclear-
armed ICBMs. Without operational testing the destruct
radii of warheads cannot be known accurately: valid
calculations for the circular error probable (CEP) cannot
be made because they depend on numerous tuctors. all
of which are subject to error under present constraints:
bias errors—the distance from the center of the CEP to
the target—presently are estimated by unvenitiable the-
oretical calculations based on unproven and unprovable
assumptions: nuclear phenomena such as fratricide are
not sutfictenty understood: and an entire runge ol issues
relating to Soviet alert postures and comnuind. control.
and communications procedures and capability are not
known with any certainty. "

In sum. the realities of war. that is. war as it
oceurs in practice and not as postulated by unproven
theoretical assumptions. would suggest that vul-
nerability of tixed-based ICBMs is tar less than its pro-
ponents claim and that a first strike concept will remain
exactly that—a concept. Indeed. it is instructive to note
that this view is shared by a widely respected Soviet
ofticer. former Chief of the General Statf, Marshall of
the Soviet Union. N.V. Ogarkov. In a 1984 Red Srar
article. he observed.

on the one hand. it would scem a process of steadily increas-
ing potential for the nuclear powers to destroy the enemy is
occurring. while on the other there is an equally steady and. 1
would say. cven sharper reduction in the potential for an
aggressor to inflict a so-catled “"disarming strike™ on his
main enemy. The point s that with the quantity and diversity
of nuclear missiles that have already been achieved. it
becomes impossible to destroy the enemy’s systems with
single strike.!”

Aside trom these statements and other arguments
tound in the nature of war, a host of other reasons make

o iy
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pursuing Midgetman unsound. The first of these is
uncertamnty about its operational etfectiveness resulting
from the system’s mobility. Errors in location or orien-
tation at launch can lead to significant miss-distances, a
condition that is particularly undesirable it one is aiming
at hardened targets. An alternate guidance system that
refies on stellar-aided inertial or NAVSTAR reception
int the misstle (as planned for the Navy's Trident I mis-
sile)'* could improve accuracy. but such a system raises
reliabtlity and vulnerability questions. Mobility also
requires use of a hard mobile launcher (HML) 10 trans-
port Midgetman. Such a svstem would require ott-road
capability and must be able to withstand wind vectors of
several hundred kilometers-per-hour and blast pressures
up to 4 p.s.i. ™ Finally. from an operational standpoint,
the Midgetman’s range and penetration capability are
doubttul because of congressionally imposed weight
restrictions.

Dollar and manpower costs also impugn the
wisdom of Midgetman. The General Accounting Office
(GAO) estimates that each Midgetman warhead will
cost about $100 million as compared to $25 million for
an MX warhead. Total cost for the program 1s estimated
at $44 billion. Moreover, GAO concludes that man-
power requirements will be on the order of 20.000 to
34.000 additional personnel.”

To the foregoing issues one must add the implica-
tions for arms control etforts. As is well known. ver-
ification is one of the most serious challenges tor arms
control efforts. and the introduction of mobile systems
can only exacerbate that issue. Verification aside. even
the monitoring of
total missile limits would apparently require very intrusive
cooperative measures that go far beyond relying on national
technical means. These intrusive measures would probably
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include u very detailed listing of all missile production tucili-
ties. the establishment of annual production quotas for
weapon systems and their major subcomponents and the
extensive emplovment of human inspectors. e

Such measures. however, would require a giant step
torward for an obsessively secretive society such as the
USSR.

The evidence against Midgetman. theretore.
appears overwhelming. Nevertheless. the influence of
domestic politics. as exerted through congressional
pressures, may result in ultimate deployment.

A chiet advocate 15 Representative Les Aspin.

Chatrman of the House Armed Services Committee,
whose primary tocus appears not to be the nature of war
and its history. Notwithstanding the reasonably obvious
irrationality of Midgeunan. Aspin not only persists in
his support for it but is critical of the USAF and the
Pentagon for offering their professional judgments
agamnst it Apparently frustrated because the military
does not see ithis way. Aspin laments, “"pow . goddamn
it. vou got these loons over in the Pentagon trving to
cashier the Midgetman. ™' As an eight-term congress-
man with a Ph.D. in economies and two yvears of mili-
tary expericnce as Pentagon economist. he obviousty
should have some valued insights on the issue. But he
clearty oversteps the bounds of credibility when he
araues further. saving.
One of my priorities i this business .. is to solve the vul-
nerability of land-based missiles. .. This government of ours
screws around with problems forever. I vou've got enough
of a consensus o po ahead with i, fets do i

And therein hes the heart of this foree structuring
problem. An otherwise intelligent and competent Con-
aressman. whose overall record on defense 1ssuces
deserves some praise. reveuls his utter lack of under-
standing about war by stating that his priority is to

—.
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solve” the vulnerability problem. Such gross miscon-
ceptions and ettorts at manipulation not only have an
adverse attect on the resulting foree structure. they have
a significant influence on the essential resources, such
as manpower. money. and material, that torm the
essence of domestic policy. But when one recognizes
that the decisions made in the environment of domestic
politics are altimately felt in the environment of interna-
tional politics. then the tinal consequences of such weil
intentioned but fundamentally wrong decisions become
clear.

The Advanced Tactical Fighter

A major element in the USAE's Tactical Fighter road-
map is a next-generation aircratt referred to as the
Advanced Tactical Fighter (AFT). Thomas E. Cooper.
Assistant Secretary of the Air Force for Research.
Development. and Logistics, sums up its features:

One is ... sustained supersonic fhight without using military
power. Another Key une is attordabibity., with the great
emphasis 1n the Air Foree today on reliability . main-
tainability . and supportability.

We are also looking for STOL characteristics. The new
engine that we are looking at right now will have a two-
dimensional nozzle. We are not looking tor VSTOL. just
STOL. so that we can land and take oft on short runways.
battle-damaged runways.

A final characteristic we are looking for is a modicum of
low observabilits. and there s a key there. too, as to how
much low observability are we talking about. hecause there
are some trade-ofts in terms of performance and low
observability W

Basically. the ATF is a projected means of defeat-
ing an expected Soviet air threat. In the past few vears
the Soviets have improved their Frontal Aviation funda-
mentally by moving from short-range day fighters to
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longer-runge aircraft with improved adverse weather
capability. Continued improvements can be expected.,
and 1t s reasonable to assume that concomitant changes
will occur in Soviet operational practices and command
and control procedures 1o exploit the new technology .

However. the projected Soviet air threat. although
not to be taken lightly . does not otter ample justitication
for the ATF. The USAF. therefore. has provided addi-
tiona) rationale that links the emerging Soviet threat 0
the existence of new and advanced US technologies. In
congressional tesiimony the USAF argues.
we need to take advantage of advanced technalogres across
the board in terms of low signatures. low observables.

We will took to such advanced technologies tor our avi-
ontes system for operability and reliability: enhancements. in

ierms of the very high speed itegrated circuitry .0 We wili
give it ncreased range. o L and we wiall have short tahe-oft

and landing capability to fet it remove some of the tether to
some of the longer bases.

1t wall have o fdeleted] take-oft capabitity . and will also
be able to land within {deleted] and we are looking tor thrust
reversers to help us have that performance regime.

Clearly the USAF is exploiting the opportunities
offered by advanced technology and is addressing a key
aspect of the Soviet threat expected in a Central Euro-
pean war. What one must gquestion. however, is the
extent of the threat analysis. In particular the existing
Soviet threat against NATO airfields would seem to
question the advisability of continued reliance on fixed
bases. Soviet Operational Maneuver Groups and
Spetsaaz units ¢special purpose forces) have the
capability and clear potential to penetrate rear arcas
yuickly. while operating independent of main forces.
Soviet surface-to-surface misstles. such as the $§-20,
but particularly the $S§-21. §5-22. and the §5-23
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Superscud all pose direct threats against NATO wir-
fields. Finally, emerging Soviet air assets raise funda-
mental questtons about the seeurtty of hixed bases.

In a response to these types of threats the USAEF 'S
General Charles L. Donnellv. Jro. CINCUSAFL.
clnmed. “*|'The cnemy’s] tuking out a runway slows me
down. but 1t doesn’t stop me. " He further suggested
that the combination of an ATF. with a take-oft rolf ot
Jess than 2,000 feet. and some 200 suttahle airstrips
West Germany would permint the conduct of operations
under a Soviet attack.”!

Such arguments. although not totally persuasive.
do have ment. But what they really suggest s that the
USAF must be prepared to tight, under attack, fron dis-
persed locations. How well we should be able to do that
appears to be g most relevant question tor any tighter
force structure decision. but thus far it seems to tahe a
back scat to the potential tor advanced technology
The performance characteristies the ATFE offers are
highly desirable. but they must be put into the context
of more probable warime operations.

By way of analogy. the USAF appears to be tol-
lowing in the footsteps of the US Army Air Corps when
it began its search for a long-range escort fighter prior
to World War 11. The efforts began with assumptions
that proved to be wrong: that the aircraft needed sufti-
cient internal tuel to match the bomber’s range: that it
required two pilots to compensate for fatigue: and that 1t
needed at least two gunners tor oftensive and defensive
action. The resulting designs (such as the Bell XFM-1
Airacuda) proved to be totally unsuitable, ot course,
simply because their size significantly limited perform-
ance characteristics. The answer to the long-range
fighter escort came not from a new design but from the
application of an existing technology. the external fuel
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tank. By making it ajettisonable tank . both range and
fighter performance were tetained

What this hivtonical example suggests s that the
USAF should ask iselt w basic question: Are projected
fighter designs new and innovative. taking advantage ol
all possible combinations ot advanced technolozy . o
are they merely straight-hne extrapolations trom present
approaches? The admonishment of a well respected ana-
lyst (although orfered in a slightly ditferent contexn
should be heeded.

Those w posttions of intluence i the ATF program. both
now and in the future. must remain Leeniy nundtul ot swin
that aircrattas being developed and whar it is expected w do.
lest technological determinism lead us once agan 1o put the
cart before the horse. 7 (Emphasis 1n the original )

The Special Operations Forces

Perhups the feast glamorous Air Foree systems addressed
in torce structure debates are the special operations forees
(tSOF). Ostensibly. eftorts have been underway since 19X1
to revitalize SOF. but the torce structure since 1986
clearty demonstrates that little progress has been made.
Although several reasons can be advanced to explain this
fack of modernization, the key clement is a tundamental
fack of Air Force understanding about war in general and
war at the Jow end of the contlict spectrum in particular.
Nowhere is that intellectual shortcoming more obvious
than in Air Foree doctrine,

Even a casual reading of the 1984 version of Air
Force Manual 1--1. Busic Aerospace Daoctrine of the
United States Air Force, suggests ittle institutional
interest or understanding about the essence of war, that
is. its nature. Instead of viewing war in all of its com-
plexity. as a test of independent wills dominated by fric-
tion. the Air Foree is content to view the phenomenon

et ot g
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in terms best descnbed us determimistic and mechanis-
tic.” The Air Force™s paradigm ot war tends 1o view the
phenomenon as an enormous engineering problem o be
solved through the appiication of quantitiable tuctors.
such as men. machines, and technology

Given this approach. Air Force thinking sees no
need to make distinctions about the difterent levels of
war and the challenges they present. As 4 consequience.
the Air Force sees no specttic role or functon for SOF:
tndeed. the flexibitity postulated for SOF assumes that
they are appropriate for use at any number of points on
a seamless cloth of contlict mtensity 7 That being the
case. specifie strategies for employment ot SOF at the
fow ond of the contlict spectrum are deemed unneces-
<arv., Tt follows. theretore. ! ~ationalizations tor SO
modernization become equaity unnecessary.

Not surprisinglyv . numerous conceptuad chullenges
have been raised to these Air Foree doctrmal judgmenis
concerning SOF." The challenges. however, have heen
ignored or rejected by the senior Air Foree leadership,
which continues to argue tor SOF apphicability across
the broader spectrum of contlict. The Air Force Chiet ot
Staft. tor example. maintains that although
some pereene Speaud Operations Forces (SOF) as being pni-
marithy employed i very Jow tensity L operations
that’s the stuff mvths are made of, Our SOF forces are neces
sartly trained and equipped to fight at all fevels of confhiet,
and the systems we buy have to be robust and attordable and
capable across o wide conther spectrum. - thmphaas added

At a minimum, such a view clearly demonstrates o
lack of discernment about war, and in particular n
ignores the crucial relationship that exists between its
ends and means. More important, it explaims a clear
lack of emphasis on the development of specitic SOF
weapon systems. The Air Foree argument. that SOF are

it it



226 Thomay A Fabvane

to tight at ali fevels of conthict. requires SOF o com-
pete with other elements ot the torce structure. such as
F—13s  F-T6s, F-111s. and the hike. By any meusure of
performance. however. these latter systems are much
more capable than ty pical SOF aircratt. such as AC 130
gunships and HH-53 Pave Low helicopters. In any per
tormance referenced criteria. theretore, SOF wireraft
would appear to possess relatively Jimited capability
and. hence, less potential. I one then imposes tiscal
constraints upon the evaluative process. the outeome i
torecordaimed —SOF simply cannot compete. This fach
of intellectual discernment about war and the imposition
of budget realities have combined to limit SOF enhance-
ment programs severely. Indeed. as noted by two
defense-minded senators 1na recent letter to the Secre-
tary of Defense.

ft s discouraging to note that today we have exactly the same
number of MC 130 Combat Talon aircraft «f4) and AC 30
A H gunships ¢J0 10y as we had at the nme of Desert One.

and two tewer HH 53 Pave Low helicopters than we had in
May 1980 (7 roday compared with 9 in 198t

These views, although directed at the Air Foree,
are representative of a broader concern about SOF
found throughout much of the US Congress. Indeed.
some members of Congress. who noted that SOF did
not benefit appreciably from the Reagan arms buildup,
eventually recognized the torce structure problem to be
a symptom of a deeper. more fundamental issue. In
their view, the SOF problem resulted from an organiza-
tional arrangement that, in etfect. made SOF enhance-
ment an option for the sentor Air Forcee leadership.
Consequently. in October 1986, the Congiess ook SOF
prerogatives away from the Air Force (and the other
Services as well) by creating 4 new unified command.
the United States Special Operations Forces Command
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tUSSOERC). ™ The enabling legislation gave the new
commaund responstbility tor all aftuirs relating o special
operations activities. including
a. developing strategy . doctrine. and tactios:
b. conducting specialized courses ot mstruction for
commissioned and noncommissioned otticers:
¢.ensuring combat readiness:
d. developing and acquiring equipment peculiar to
special operations and acquiring special operations-
peculiar material. supphies. and services:
¢.oemsuring the mieropaabihity of equipment and

Wy

torees.
Moreover. the legislation direcied that the new unitied
command be headed by an otficer ot tour-star rank: cre-
ated a new Assistant Secretary ot Detense for Speaiad
Operations and Low Intensity Contlict: and established.
within the National Secunty Council. a Board for Low
Intensity Contlict to coordinate US policy for low-
intensity conflict. !

This new legistation ts importunt tor the United
States. n part because of what it portends tor tuture
SOF development and employment capabilities. For the
Atr Force it is important because it virtually assures that
capable Air Force SOF will be created not because of
mstitutional leadership but in spite of it

Judgments and Implications

When viewed in the context of contlict trends. focused
threat anatysis. technology. and military policy as influ-
enced by domestic and international politics. @ number
of judgments und implications emerge about USAF
force structure changes since 1981, The first judgment
is that many of the major force structure initiatives are
externally motivated. The Strategic Defense Inttiative.

. . —




32N Thomay A Fabyvans

Midgetman. and actual tas compared o intendedy SOE
revitalization are the results of pressures exerted trom
outside ot the nulitury and. tor the most part. by ¢l
wns - Second. the externad judgments appear to be more
accurate when they address broad. conceptual notons,
c.g SDEand SOF. Converselv. they tend to be at odds
with the purpose of mibitary power when advocating
specitic weapon systems such s Midgerman. Third, the
USAT wasttutional!s remuns hardware-onented and as
such tound iiselt responding to Ronald Reagan on SDI
‘The hardware tocus also has prevented the deselopment
of conceptual arguments against Midgetman. but at the
sanme tme 1t has surtaced the more serious operational
lmitations about the system. The hurdware tocus i
quite evident i the pursuit ot ATE. Regrettably o the
effort appears 1o be wiming for a struight-line extrapolua-
tion of current-generation fighters instead of fundamen-
tal departures that might be possible with a combimation
of advanced technologies. The final judgment s that the
most influennal variables in the conceptual tramework
are not the more obvious ones. such as war and threat
analysis: rather. domesuc polities are the major deternn-
nants. Thus the torce structure. although the output of
many things. s not the result pnimanty of ogic.

The tuplications of the changes are several. First.
1t SDI leads 1o a credible deployment program, it
clearhy will result in the most significant chunge i the
foree structure since the advent of the nuclear age. For
the first time tn the history of nuclear deplovment a
torce structure will be bafunced and consistent with the
nmature ot war and thus will contribute to deterrence.
Sccond. Midgetman, because it facks w warlighting
rattonale. s unhikely to survise. Perhaps powertul
domestic political pressures can save it, but the long-
term amplications ol such an outcome would have pro-
tound conseguences for US military policy. Third, the
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externally directed reorganization of SOF creates condi
tions that might lead te 11y becoming o meanietul
force. The United States needs mifitary power that it
can use. and the trends of wartare suggest that SO
capability would be a most appropriate military foree
for the foresceuble future.

The tinal implication is the most serious one.
because 1t raises questions about the professtonmal com-
petence of the Air Foree to make judgments concernimg
its force structure. The approach to cach ot the foree
structure issues addressed herein --SDL Midgeunan,
ATE. and SOF - —suggest sertous lrmits to Aar Foree
thinking concerning its tundamental task of understand
g and tighting war. The SDU imtiative has been fong
overduc: it comes not from the Air Foree. however. but
trom the President ot the United States. And although
four vears have elapsed since the President’s call tor
SDI the Air Force has vet to ofter a comprehensive
rationde for SDE based on the nature of war. Simdar!y .
the Air Force s opposition to Midgetman. although
laudable. also exhibits o fack of understanding about
war and 1its nature. The ATEF imtiative. by contrast.
merely demonstrates the A Force's long-standig
emphasis on technology

To argue. as the A Force does, that emerging
technologies must be ncorporated oo new frahter
design o replice extsting svstems. s not without mert
‘Cete such rationatization hardly are sutticient o ustity
the ATE. The vahd and relevant arguments tor a new
fighter should be found primanly i an understanding ot
war and strategy and not i technology. But the realm
of war and strategy are not part of the A Foree™s con
ceptual Tandscape: i its scheme of things, technelogy s
the doniant teature. Consequentiv. it is likely that the
Aar Forceo it Tett to s omn devices. will enter the next
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conflict unprepared. just as it did in Korea and Vaet-
nam, with a weapons system largely unsuited for the
tasks at hand.

Fortunately. the SOF initiatives taken by the US
Congress, an institation that clearly exhibits an under-
standing of the trends of wartare, may result in toree
structure enhancements that would have been unlikely
under Air Force leadership.

In sum. although Air Force readiness trends have
shown impressive improvements duning the Reaguan
administration. serious weaknesses for the future are
apparent. These weaknesses stem from ntellectual deti-
ciencies concerning the nature of war and the mistaken
behiet that a robust, capable. and tlexible foree structure
is a substitute tor conceptual thinking about war.
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POPULATION DEFENSE
THROUGH SDL:
AN IMPOSSIBLE DREAM

Jerome Slater
David Goldfischer

PRESII)h.\"l' REAGAN'S Strategic Detense Ini-
tiative (SDD has been greeted with widespread skepti-
cism and criticism. especially among scientists and in
the arms control community. This reaction is quite
understandable. in light of the specitic arguments
emphasized by the Reagan admintstration and. equally
tmportant. the overall record of the administration in
arms control and Soviet-American refations.

To begin. contusion and inconsistency surround
the purpose and mission of the proposed ballistic missile
defense system. There are four possible missions that
ballistic missile defense mmight perform. First. the Presi-
dent’s conception: a full-scale population defense of the
United States. to be shared with the Soviet Union at
some later date. that will have the effect of ending
MAD und rendering nuclear weapons “impotent and
obsolete.” Second. however, tull-scale population
detense might be pursued not because it will abolish
mutual assured destruction and make all nuclear

An carhier version of this article appeared in Political Science
Quarreriy an 1986, number five. under the title. “"Can SDI
Provide a Defense?™”
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weapons obsolete. but in the expectation that 1t will
abolish Sovier ussured destruction and make Sovier
nuclear weapons obsolete. This seemed to be the real
goal of Secretary of Defense Weinberger and those few
other administration oftictals and defense analysts close
to the administration who appeared to believe that tull-
scale population detense is a realistie goal in the next
decade or so. In theiwr view, far from transtorming
Soviet-American relationships and ending the immoral
halance of terror svatem. SDE will restore U'S strategic
supertority over the Soviet Union. enhance the cred-
ibility of the US nuclear commitment to Lurope. and
give the Untted States @ usable wartighting strategy

A third mission tor ballistic missile defense -
BMD—or SDI—would be to protect the US strategie
retabiatory torce and its command. control, und com-
munications network, rather than populations. wiih the
coal of enhancing deterrence rather than replacing it
Most administration detense otticials, including those
maost closely associated with the SDI program. as well
as the nongovernmental detense analysts that the adnun-
istration heavily relies on, have emphasized that SDI
will tocus on this mission at least through the end of
this century

Tao be sure. in theory the two missions of foree
defense and population protection may be combined o
create g new national security strategy ot “Tassured
survival™ or detense dominance. T Atfter the imitial
Presidential proclamation ot the SDE organization. this
emerged as the predomimant admimstration goal. despite
occasional reversions by the President and the Secretary
of Detense to more radical descriptions. Under the
detense-dominance strategy, batlistic missile detenses
would begin by protecting the most vulnerable
components of the US retaliatory system, particularly

N ey i
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ICBMs in fixed silos. and graduathy move toward popu-
fation defense. ldeally. the wansition 1o population
detenses would be negotiated and jointly managed with
the Soviet Union. and it would be accompanied by sub-
stantial negotiated reductions in offensive weapons. It
the Soviet Union refused to negotiate this new joint stra-
tegic relattonship. however, the United States would
proceed unifaterally, relyving on the ettectiveness of the
American system eventually to persuade the Soviets of
the tutility of secking to preserve MAD. The eventual
outcome would not be the end of nuclear weapens and
nuclear deterrence but a new system in which deterrence
wis a function of the inability of the Soviet Union to
achieve a significant miitary advantage through nuclear
attack (deterrence through denial™) rather than fear of
unbearable retaliation (- deterrence through punish-
ment 7). An ofticial Government statement puts 1t this
way:

Successtul SDI .. would not lead te abandonment of deter-
rence but rather to an enhancement of deterrence and an evo-
lution in the weapons of deterrence through the contribution
of defensive systems that threaten no one We would deter a
potential aggressor by making it clear that we could deny him
the gains he might otherwise hope to achieve rather than
merely threatening him with costs large enough to outweigh
those gains.?

A final mission of ballistic missile detense might
be to provide limited protection of US cities against
small-scale nuclear attacks. such as an unauthorized or
accidental Soviet launch or a deliberate attack by a
small nuclear power. This role has received the least
emphasis by the administration and the feast attention
by defense analysts. whether pro- or anti-SDL. Yet, it s
the only mission for balhistic missile defense that makes
sense for the foreseeable future.
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Population Defense Examined

The arguments against seeking an all-out population
detense system as the major goal tor SDI in the foresee-
able future are by now well known, so § wilt only sum-
marize them here * Population defenses. it is contended.
will be futile. costly, and. most importantly, destabiliz-
ing. They will be futile because given the destructive-
ness ot nuclear weapons, a full-scale population detense
system would have to work with nearly 100 percent
eftectiveness to provide any meaningtul protection at
all. No such system s on the horizon and it s ditticult
even to imagine what kind of technology could provide
near-perfect protection against a superpower determined
to nulhity detenses. Evenat the various exotic tech-
nologies currently being explored by the United States
tas well as by the Soviet Uniony—supercomputers. soft-
ware programs of unprecedented complexity. orbiting
space stations, lasers or particle-beam weapons, tor
example—prove to be feasible i principle. which is by
no means assured. there would still be perhaps imsoluble
operational probhlems of joining the various technofogies
together into & complex weapons system that would
have to work in neai-perfect fushion the first time 1t was
actually used in battle.

Thus, even without assuming an adversary deter-
mined to nullity defensive systems. the problem ot
creating a near-perfect population defense system
against a nuclear superpower would be tormidable
indeed. In any case. ity certain that under the present
international circumstances and i reaction to the Prest-
dent’s specitic SDI program. the Soviet Union wouddd
seek to counter any American defensive system. just as
the United States has made 1t clear it will seck to coun-
ter any Soviet detensive program.® Given the context of
ongoing and indeed intensified Soviet-American
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contlict. this kind of superpower behavior is inevitable,
for worst-cuse analvses will continue o drive the mili-
tary strateygies and weapons systems deploviment of both
sides. Each fears a situation in which its adversary
simultancously deploys both an etfecuve defense system
and highly accurate counterforce offensive missile
forces. Such a system might be designed only tor deten-
sive damage-hmitation purposes in the event deterrence
fails: counterforce weuapons to destroy the other side’s
nuclear weapons, detensive systems to shoot down
those that are missed. However. such a force posture
would be indistinguishable. certainly in capability and
possibly in monvation as well. from an offensive first-
strike force. As s well known, when fuced with poten-
tial enemies. nations assume the worst about intentions
and base their military planning on their opponent’s
capabilittess as o result neither side will allow the other
to achieve an even theoretically eftective defense.
Thus. the consensus among scientists and other
experts on BMD is that any system deployed by cither
side destgned to protect its population against & full-
scale retahiatory attack by the other can be destroved.
overwhelmed. or circumvenied by the other side.
Among the steps that could be taken are a preemptive
attack on the space-based defense systems. various
countermeasures to protect retaliatory forces against
laser or particle beam weapons. the overwhelming of
defenses by much larger offensive missile deployments
or the retargeting of existing missiles to aim at cities
instead of military forces. and the circumvention of
BMD systems through low-tlying cruise missiles or
depressed-trajectory ballistic missiles, launched trom
submuarines close to American shores. And if all else
fails. high-technology systems could be dispensed with.
and nuclear weapons ““delivered™” clandestinely in the




N

RAA Jerome Slater and David Goldfischer

holds of commercial ships or airlines. or even by a4 man
with 4 suitcase.

Secondly. a tull-scale population defense is bound
to be extremely costly. Although the Pentagon™s SDI
organization has so tar been unable or unwilling to
provide even rough cost estimates to Congress.” &4 hum-
ber of authoritative critics have estimated the costs as
ranging from a minimum ot $100 billion for an ICBM
protection system to over a tnllion dollars tor an all-out
population detense.”

Perhaps even more significantly. few analysts
believe that a detensive system could be made " "cost-
etfective” against a determuned superpower adversary---
that is. in the inevitable contest between offense and
detense. it will always be cheaper tor the offense to add
new capabilities to overcome the detfense than the
reverse.® The administration began the SDI program
with the forthright acknowledgment that it would not
make sense to deploy a defensive system unless it met
the criterion ot being cost-effective. but recently —
obviously in response to a variety of studies (including
its own internal ones) that predicted the unlikefthood of
meeting this standard-—it has begun to suggest that a
vague “affordability™” stundard may sutfice.” But unless
the cost-effective criterion 1s met, the United States
could spend hundreds of billions of doliars without any
net gain in defensive capabitities—indeed. it might be
even worse off if the Soviet Union should choose to
counter by emphasizing countercity rather than counter-
force targeting.

Third, tt is argued that in the current international
context. SDI will surely end serious efforts at arms con-
trol and will provoke an intensified arms race. The
deployment or even anticipated deployment of defensive
weapons will stimulate the deployment of new oftensive
weapons to overcome the defense.!!




Populanon Dejense through SOf R

Fourth. some critics have argued that even (f per-
tect defenses should eventually be deployed. they might
have the paradoxical effect of increasing the probability
of superpower coaventional wars. on the assessment
that fear of ¢scalation terminating in nuclear destruction
1s one of the major constraints on conventional wars
today. In light of the massive destructiveness of modern
conventional weaponry., und the likelihood that even
purefy conventional war in Europe wouid be fur more
destructive than World War I, it might be concluded
that the trade-off between reduced risks of nuclear war
and increased risks of conventional war 15 an undesir-
able one. even if that choice should become a tech-
nologically feasible one. '

Perbaps the most serious criticism ot SDI1 is that it
will be destabifizing. particulurty in a serious super-
power crisis. In such a crisis, it iy argued. defenstve
systems would give both sides a high incentive to imti-
ate a nuclear attack. cither in a deliberate aggressive
attempt to disarm the other side, or as a desperate,
essentially defensive. measure o preempt’ ——that s,
strike first when war seems inevitable. in order to mini-
mize the destruction to one’s homeland.

Some opponents of SDI have argued that the dan-

gers of either surprise or preemptive attack are greatest
when one side has a unilateral edge. regardless of
which side has it. For example. Drefl and his associates
have argued as follows:
An effective but impertect ABM on one side would exacer-
bate the risk Jof war] because the side that did have an ABM
mught calculate that it would be better off if it struck first and
used the ABM detfense to deal with the weakened
response. ... Similarly. the side that did not have ABM might
calculate that its situation would be better thowever bad) if it
struck first and avoided being caught trying to retaliate with
a weakened foree against the ABM defense 't
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However, the dangers of either surprise attack ot
preemptive war are probably exageerated. even in the
case of serious defensive asvimmetries. No rationad oy
~rnment would imitiate nuclear war in the exyvpectation
that it would be ““better oft™ merely in the sense that o
would gain a refarive advantage in the postwar balunce
of power: surprise attack couid be considered only it
one could be contident that the other side would be dis-
armed with little risk of one’s own c¢ities being
destroved in retaliaton. In practice. though. no rutionul
government could have such contidence. for it would
surely make conservative estimates: that its offensive
weapons might function below their theoretically
cxpected effectiveness, that its opponent’s defenses
might perform at a better~than-expected level. and tha
its own defenses might be less effective than pre-
dicted.'* Thus. the range of operational uncertainties
would weigh very heavily against a deliberate attack. It
tollows, of course, that the logic of a deliberate attack i
even fess persuasive for the side with no or lesser
defenses.

The dangers of preemptive war also appear to be
exaggerdated. In theory. it is true that the desire o
exploit any plausible first-strike advantage would be
increased to the extent that the outbreak ot war iy
deemed inevitable. [n practice. however. there s little
reason to fear preemption because of asymmetries in
defensive capabilities. First. as long as there is mutual
awareness that neither side can confidently preclude
massive retaliation by striking first. it is hard to see how
either side could decisively conclude that nuclear war
was “inevitable.”

Further, the most likely effect of concern over
imminent war would be the adoption of a “*launch on
warning" " posture. thereby undercutting or negating any

o




Population Defense throwgh SDI A&7

remaining first-stnike incentive. Indeed, the side with no
ABM would be purticulurly inclined to launch on
warning. o that the side with o detenve advuntage
could never count on tucing only a4 weakened retahatory
strike. Thus. no matter how severe the erisis, states
should always prefer not to strike first. for war may not,
atter all. occur. On the other hand  the state choosime o
preempt thereby guarantees that there will be war. and
must +ssume that its cities will be vulnerable to g
retaliation it cannot prevent.

In short. a first strike against 4 superpower can
never make sensc: even if the monve s defensive rather
than aggressive. even if the attacker has a less than per-
fect population defense svstem and his opponent
doesn’t. and even in a high crisis. In cach case i first
strihe converts an uncertain probability of war i which
one’s weapons are the target into the certamty of warn
which one’s cittes tace catastrophic damage.

Even if the destabihzing dangers of SDI are exag-
gerated. though. the other arguments against it are dect-
sive: the extreme unlikelihood that etfective population
detenses could work against a determined adversary. the
huge costs of making the attempt. the destruction of
existing as well as potentially more eftective arms con-
trod agreemicents and the likelihood of an all-out arms
race.

The arguments against secking a tull population
defense in the hopes of abohishing MAD are equally or
more applicable to the argument that SDIE will enhance
U'S nuclear superiority. strengthen the credibility ot
extended deterrence. and allow the United States actu-
ally to employ nuclear weapons in war (take a con-

trolled und himited strategic nuclear imtiative on behall

of befeaguered overseas allies. ™) The American com-
mitmient to use nuclear weapons if necessary 1o repel a

e —
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Soviet conventional invasion of Burope. it s argued.
has lost its credibility. for the United States wselt could
be completely destroved in g Soviet retahatory strike.
Since no country will commn suscide on behalt of s
allies. the reasonmg continues. the Soviets will doubt
the credibility ot the US commument. and hence will no
fonger be deterred from o conventional mvasion of
Europe. Thus, an ettective population detense of the
United States would restore the credibility of the US
nuclear commitment to Europe, tor nuclear war would
no longer be suicidal for the United States twhatever the
eftects on Europe). Stmlar Jogic would also apply
chewhere where US interests might be sutficientiy vital
o justity o strategy of the irst use ot neclear weapons
to offset Soviet conventional advantages, for example.
o repel a Soviet invasion of the Persian Gult.

However, neither the portraval of the alleged prob-
lem nor tts suggested remedy are convincing. There is
no evidence that the Soviet Umon regards the American
commitment to use nuclear weapons i defense of
Europe as noncredible. The credibility problem is at
feast 30 vears old. tor the Soviet Union has had the
capability ot striking the United States with nuclear
weapons tor this long—yet the Soviets have not taken
advantage of their conventional supertonty to invade
Europe. Moreover, if today there s 4 serious credibility
problem with extended deterrence, a population detense
of Amernican cities would not remedy it. For all the rea-
sons already discussed, no rational American President
could order the use of nuclear weapons in Western
Europe on the assumption that even if the Soviets chose
to escalate they lacked the capability of hitting the
United States.

Perhaps in responsc to these criticisms of the popu-

fation defense mission (whether linked to the end of

o



FPopadcitiom Detense theoweis NDI S

nuclear deterrence ore more churacterstically . o e
restoration of US nuclear superiority )o most Reagan
adminntration officrals have emphasized that at least
imtially the goal of SDE will be o protect nulitany tar-
vets (HOBM silos and command and control systemv)
rather thun cies, swith the iy of enhancing deterrence
rather than chimmating 1t The chiet virtue of this mis-
ston s that it appears to be technologically teasible i
the near tutdre. especially within o systemy emploving
preterential detense and or deceptive busing of TCBNS
Unlike population detenses. hard-pomt detenses ot imh-
tary targets would not have to e nearly feakproot (o be
ctiective. tor even M percent effectiveness would make
W disarming Sovict fuststrike tar more uncertdm and
dittroult. Moreosver, TOBN detenses are not subjedt
cven in primciple w the encsm that they will merease
crisis mstabrhiy s for they would not dimunesh enthen
side s second-storke . counteranty retadiatory capabiliny
and soom the dogie of the nuclear age. they would not
add to the theorencal dangers of surprise or precmptin.
attachs

On the other hand. even ICBM detenses would be
expensive  the wsual estmate s at least STOC bithon
More imporiant. they nught also stimulate a turther
armis tace. tor both the Soviet Unon and the Umited
States would probably scek to counter TOBM detenses.,
i pursint of thew current counterforee strategres. St
these nght be costs worth beartng if it were indecd the
cise that the theorcucal sulnerabihities of US strategic
torces created aread world risk of @ Soviet dehiberate on
preemphive aitack s In tact, thougho 1t s extremchy
untehely that there s such aorsk Such an attack wounld
not. ot course o disarm the United States A4 Sovier
attack on TCBM stios nught preaputate an American
decivton 1o faunch on warning or ander attack. Jeaviny
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only empty holes for the attacking missiles 1o strike.
Even if the Soviets irrationally choose to ignore the
possibility of that kind of US response. their attack
would be unlikely to achieve the 95 percent kill rate that
some theoretical contributions attribute to 16" Finallv.
no matter how successtful an attack on TCBM silos
might be. such an attack would still leave untouched
thousands of American strategic weapons, including
cruise missiles and other nuclear weapons carried by
SAC bombers and SLBMs sboard the fargely invuiner-
able US submuarine torce. With these forces the United
States could either attack the remaining Soviet strategic
forces. or completely destroy Soviet society. or both.

The typical response of those who believe the
problem of 1CBM yulnerability 1s real s to acknowl-
edpe the potency of US retaliatory power under any
concetvable circumstances, but to contend that the
Soviets might attack vulnerable components of the
retaliutory force anvway. counting on their ahihty to
“deter our deterrent.”” The reasoning is that our surviv-
g torces would Tuck & meaningtut counterforee
capability, und could only destroy Soviet society —
ensuring our complete destruction in retafiation. Thus. o
well-executed first strike woud contront the United
States with a choice of ““suicide or surrender,”” and
Soviet leaders might reason that the United States would
prefer surrender.

Such & scenanio, however, s bizarre, for it
assumes a propensity to take literatly msance risks that
no Soviet leaders have ever demonstrated. A Soviet
attack on US silo torces would nonethetess kit 20 1o 40
mithon Americans, almost guarantecing an American
response. which even if confined to military targets
would be at least as devastating to the Soviet Union as
World War 11"

i
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fn any casel even it it s desirable 1o guard against
remote contingencies. there are @ number of other less
costly and probably more effective wavs to do so.
including relying more extensively on the air and under-
sea components of the US retaliatory torces. phuasing
out vulnerable ICBMs that could serve as a lighining-
rod for a Soviet attack. developing mobile land-based
systems such as the proposed “"Midgetman™ svstem.
relying more extensively on cruise missiles (though both
of these latter meuasures might seriously complicate the
possibitities of arms control), or—-best of all— placing
greater reltance on arms control measures. such as han-
ning or reducing the number of multiple-warhead
missiles.

In summary. no rational government could risk
faunching an attack when its cities are hostage. despite
bizarre scenparios to the contrary. Thus. even though
ICBAM defenses are much more feasible and less
provocative than tull-scale popuiation defenses. they are
stifl a costly and unnecessary response to a fargely non-
existent problem that. it it were real. could be tar better
remedied by a vartety of other measures,

I there are pood arguments for BMD-—us the anal-
vsis that follows will comtend—they have been all but
buried by the bad arguments made by the Reagan
admimstration. More generally. because of the admin-
istration’s continued buildup ot offensive nuclear
weapons, its rejection of a variety of serious arms con-
trol agreements, and its overall confrontational posture
toward the Soviet Union. even the good arguments
receive littfe attention from either the Soviet Union or
by Americans concerned with arms control and détente.

Untfortunately. we have seen something like this
before. The current situation bears an uncanny
resemblance 1o the 1965-1972 period. when the carher

traome -
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ABM debate took place. By the mid-1960s carlier
model ABMs had become operational. but there was
considerable uncertainty about how and for what
purpose they should be deployed. Then as now. the
rationale was that ABMs could provide a meaningtul
defense against a tull-scale Soviet attack on cities. Then
as now. an intense national debate generated mounting
skepticism toward the claim that we could find real
safety against the Soviet nuclear arsenal by deploving
ABMs. Then as now. commentators worried that an
American effort to protect its ctties would be seen by
the Soviets as a provocative step requiring Soviet coun-
teructions that would escalate the arms race and might
prove destabilizing in crises. Then as now . as these
appareat detfects ot heavy population detense systems
gained wider recognition, new rationales for ABM were
devised. The Johnson admunistration brictly argued for
deploving an ABM system against the hypothetical kind
of [CBM attack that China might be capable of mount-
ing in the mid-1970s. but this rationade was dropped as
the Vietnam war wound down and rapprochement with
China was undertaken. Then. the Nixon administration
once again changed the rationale of the ABM system:
the new “"Sateguard”™ ABM syvstem was destgned to
protect land-based ICBMs. even then sad to be vulner-
able to a surprise Soviet attack. Once again, though. the
rationale proved unpersuasive as critics demonstrated
that the overall US deterrent remaned unchallengable.
More and more the ABM appearcd to be a Pyrrhic tech-
nological triumph. a weapon n search of a ranonale.
Faced with strong public and congressional opposttion
to ABMs of any kind. the Nixon admimstration was
compelied to seek the strict himitations on ABM
development and deplovment that were embodied in the
1972 SALT treaties. ™

-
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Thus. in both the earlier period and today. defense
has been championed primarily by strategists and pohiti-
cal figures committed to hard-line Cold War policies:
moreover, even on the merits the cnticisms of detensive
systems have been much more persuasive than the ever-
changing rationales tor them. Unfortunately. however,
once again Gresham's Law has prevailed: all but lost in
the chaff of bad ideas has been the germ of a good one.

What is worth saving in SDI? To begin with. the
underlying critique of MAD is sound: indeed. there is a
growing consensus cutting across the ideological spec-
trum of American politics that in the long run MAD
must be replaced. A conservative administration. con-
servative military strategists (like Donald Brennan and
Herman Kahn earlier and Cohin Gray . Keith Payvne.
Albert Wohlstetter. and many others today). and fong-
term liberal critics of current strategies (for example.
Freeman Dyson, Jonathan Schell. the American Cath-
otic Bishops Conference) agree thut MAD has three
tatal defects. First, MAD s radically immoral: it
directly violates the most tundamental moral and legal
norms hmiting war. for it exphicitly threatens to annihi-
tate millions of innocent people in retaliation or revenge
tor actions of their governments over which they have
hittle or no control. Second. MAD s ultimately unsta-
ble: even though it has prevented nuclear war so far. it
cannot be relied upon to do so indefinitely. Seoner or
later a system so complex, so dependent on the sanity
and rational selt-restraint of all future decisionmakers of
all nuclear powers. so increasingly decentralized. and so
dependent on advanced technology is bound to fuil for
one reason or another. Finally. the consequences of
failure will be catastrophic. Even relatively minor
failures that do not result in tull-scale war are hkely to
produce disasters unprecedented in human history, and
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a general breakdown of MAD might well impert] human
life on earth.

It 15 not enough. then. to seek to deter war through
a balance of terror. We must also seek to defend our
civilization, society. economy. and lives in case deter-
rence farls. And in the long run, we must seek 1o abol-
ish the balance of terror itself.

But where to begin? The gravest defect of MAD s
not that it 1s unrehable as a means of deterring the
superpowers from deliberately initiating nuclear war
against each other. On the contrary . MALD has worked
very well for that purpose, and there is no reason to
think that will change in the future. The destructiveness
of nuclear weapons 1y so great and so evident that no
mininally rutional government can deliberately mitiate
war against o nuclear-armed adversary.

Put ditferently. the balunce of terror-—defined as
the state of mutual detevrence between the governments
of the major powers-—~ has not been “delicate ™ sinee at
feast the mid- 1950821t s not delicate now, and it will
not be delicate in the foreseeable future. regurdless of
any currently imaginable technofogical change.
However, nuclear holocaust could oceur ina variety of
waws that are simply undeterrable. such as an accidental
faunch of nuclear weapons as a result of @ communica-
tions or technological failure. an unauthorized launching
by an insane or tanatical fower level commander. or a
clandestine attack on one of the superpowers by a third
party. such as a terrorist group or renegade government.
Yesterday's science-fiction nightmares could casily
become today’s realities: despite technological and other
efforts to prevent such events. the odds of a catastrophe
mount as the number of nuclear weapons increase. as
weapons-grade nuclear materials profiferate around the
world. and as the knowledge ot how 1o build nuclear
weapons becomes increasingly diffused.

N o
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Thus. MAD cannot deter human error, technologi-
cal breakdown. or ideological or criminal funaticism.
Indeed. against such increasingly likely incidents. MAD
1s worse than useless, tor a limited launch of nuclear
weapons could trigger a spasm exchange between the
superpowers. turning 4 horrible but hnuted catastrophe
nto apocalypse. And even if total war were averted. the
prospects are not very comforting. Constder this: a sin-
gle American Trident submarine can today target 240
separate Soviet cities. and Soviet submarines will soon
have comparable capabilities. Thus. an unauthorized
mistaken attack by a single submarine would produce
holocaust tar more destructive than a dehiberate. all-out
total war would have been some 25 years ago.

Against such prospects we need defense. not (or
not merely) deterrence. Put ditterentdy . MAD overde-
ters but underdefends. That is. it provides a redundance
of deterrence but no defense against the least likely con-
tingencyv—a deliberately inittiuted nuclear war by a
superpower—but neither deterrence nor defense aguainst
the much more Likely contingencies of accidents,
unauthorized launches, or third-party attacks. Eyen
worse. by proliferating the sheer numbers and types ot
nuclear weapons and delivery systems. MAD makes
such events both more fikely to occur and more fikely to
escalate into tult-scale nuclear war.

The central argument here s that 1t s both desir-
able and possible to defend against hmited nucicar
attacks without reducing deterrence against a tull-scale
superpower nuclear attack. Superpower defenses against
light attacks have long been recognized as a potentiaily
feasible mission for BMD systems. but both proponents
and cnities of BMD generally have paid scant atiention
to the matter.”’ Proponents of BMD tend to treat
detense against various light attacks as a desirable but

e — g
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refatively marginal bonus of heavy defenses against the
Soviet Lnion. As a resulte oritics of BMD— ¢cven when
they recognize the desirability of light defense in prinet-
ple—-tend 1o reject it because of fears that hight detenses
will be only the opening wedge tor heavy detenses.

The legitimate concerns of crities of SDI and other
proposed missile defense systems could be met by the
caretul negotiation of a new superpower nuclear reginie.
This new regime would allow for limited population
defense svstems. and it would have two purposes. First.
it would provide at feast some defense against various
torms of light attack. particularly unauthorized or accr-
dental superpower hallistic missile Taunchings and delib-
erate third-country or terrorist group attacks. To he
sure. determined terrorists night circumvent defenses
by i variety of means, but. nonetheless, defensive sys-
tems against the balhistic missile svstems that are
spreading around the world would at {east modestly
augment the security of both superpowers. ™ Second.
and perhaps more important. a joint regime for initially
modest purposes could provide a model and basis tor a
tur more comprehensive regime that would substitate
detense dominance tor MAD at some tuture date.

The new strategic regime will be based on the
assumption that as long as the Cold War persists cach
superpower will seek to mamtain ats deterrence
capabilities. cach will detine deterrence as requining the
capacity to destroy the other side completely. and that
neither side can be demied that capacity . In other words,
MAD I8 @ tunction ot both the existence of nuclear
weapons and high political contlict, and in that situation
a population detense system can succeed only it the
superpowers choose not to exercise their capacitty to
overwhelm . However. mutually negotiated limited
population detense systems, farge enough to provide
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stgnificant protection of cities against acaidents,
unauthorized launchings. and third-party attacks. but
not large enough to undermine deterrence ot g deliberate
superpower retahiatory strike. would serve the common
mterests of each side. regardless of the level of political
conflict or arms compention. Thus. at least in prinaiple
it vught 1o be possible to buld on these minimal super-
power common interests not to destroy or he destroved
by accident. lunacy. or third parties. and design popula-
tion defenses that neither side will have any rational
incentive to overcome.,

What might such a system ook Tike? As soon as
nonnuclear city detense systems are technologically tea
stble in both the Soviet Union and the United States. the
two superpowers should agree on a joint negotiated
deplovment ot limited detense systems o defend their
cities. industries. and command and control centers
agatnst all kinds ot nuclear mussile attacks excepr for
very large. deliberate superpower attiacks. To be sure.
there might be formidable technical problems to be
resolved. particufarly it missile defense systems were o
be bused on exotic. space-based laser or particle-bewn
weapons. The task would be to devise systems that
would have detensive capabilities only and that would
provide euch side with a specified and equal degree of
limited defense. Assuming these probiems can be
solved. the design of the system would provide signiti-
cant defense against acctdents. unauthorized faunches.
and third-party attacks but would do nothing to destabit-
17¢ the underlying superpower balance of terror.

At the same time, other stabilizing measures could
be undertaken, and should be teasible even in the
absence of more fundamental political settlements. For
example. it both sides were to move toward more
invulnerable second-strike retahatory forces. whether

e e,
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uniluterally or by joint agreement. a hmited population
systemy would be even more attractive, though it would
not require such steps. In particular. it both sides were
to reorient their strategic nuclear forces away tfrom the-
oretically vulnerable fixed lund-based TCBMs und
toward submarine torces. mobtle misstles. cruse ns-
stles. and the ke, the incentives to overcome liited
population detense svstems would be diminished turther
talthough this would have to be weighed against the
possible complications tor arms controh). There would
then be no possibility that a countertorce surprise attack
could reduce the other side’s retaliatory torees o a level
that could be reltubly neutralized by the aggressar’s
city-detense systems.

Moreover. even more tur-reaching arms control
measures might be teasible. stll within the contest ot «
continued US-Soviet adversary relationship. The
elimination of multiple warheads and major reductions
in overall numbers of strategic nuclear weapons would
turther diminish the possibilinn of 4 disarming tfirst
strike. lessen the chance of acaidents and unauthorized
faunchings. lessen the task ot limited population defense
systemis. and lessen the destructiveness of acaidents or
unauthorized attacks that occur regardless of precautions
and detense. Doing so would stabilize MAD and
mcrease the security of both the United States and the
Soviet Union-—all without assunming an overall Cold-
War settlement or utopian agreements on true
disarmament.

Let us now consider the principal objections to a
limiuted ballistic missile system. First. it has been argued
that BMD cannot work, However. nearly all such argu-
ments are based on the key premise that cach super-
power will seek to overwhelm defensive systems: in the
context of a limited-detense arms control regime this




Population Defense throaei SEY

should not oceur. The reorientation of SDE o such
finite and tur more realistic objective, together with
recent advances in faser technofogy as well as precision-
swded conventiongl weapons, could make operation:d
svstems teastble within the next decude

Conversely . there is concern that any BMD system
might prove to be destabilizing. As { have argued.
thaugh. this argument s based on the assumpuion ot 4
competitive. unconstrained offense-detense arms race.
and even n that vontext fears of destabtlization seem
exaggerated. In any case. a joint S¢otet-Amernican
deployment within negotiated himitations that were care
tully designed to hold the BMD system below the
threshold at which it would theoretically threaten the
MAD regime would meet most of those concerns.

Another concern is that one or the other of the
superpowers will saddenlty seek to “break out”™ of
negotiated hmitations and attempt to upgerade himited
defensive systems into full-scale populatnion detenses.
Of course. such concerns are a potential problem with
any pegotiated arms control treaty, not just a BMD
treaty. Any such behavior would be irrational. tor the
other side would quickly detect major breakout moves
and would undertake a variety of countermeasures in
order to nullify the effort: meanwhile the side that
cheated would have irrationally destroved the regime
that 1t had agreed to create because it served it own
high self-interests to do so. Put ditferentty. all arms
control treaties assume rationality, but at the same tme
hedge against irrationality . It would not be ditficult o
deter as well as simultancously hedge against efforts at
unilateral breakouts from an arms control regime that
incorporated limited population defenses.

Would the Soviets agree to negotiate a bilateral
deployment of limited defensive svstenis? Surely the

. e



RAPF Jerome Slarer and David Goldiodher

present Soviet rejection ot the Reagan adimmistration s
SDI program does not mahe 1t nevitable that they
would reject a very ditterent systemy. The carher histon
of the ABM treaty is instructive in this regard. In the
curly 1960s the Soviets strongly tuvored building deten-
sive systems and curtaiting offensive systems. presum-
ably in accordance with therr tong nuhitary tradition
plucing the highest emphasis on detense of their home-
land. When the Johnson adninistraton. especiatly Sec-
retary McNumara. tried to convinee the Soviers o
eschew detfenses in favor of institutionalizing MAD. the
Soviets mitlally resisted. Premier Kosy ein indignanthy
rephicd. "Defensive systems which prevent attacks are
not the cause of the arms race. but constitute o tactor
preventing the death ot people.™

Truce. the Soviets were eventually persuaded to
abandon these views. und they joined i signing the
ABM Treaty an 19720 This shitt, however, may have
veen less a result of o new “sophistication™ 1 ther
strategic thinking thun of a resigned reahizanon that they
were on the wrong end of a selt-tultilling prophecy.
MeNamara had repeated!y argued that “neither side™
would allow the other to create a theoretically etfective
detensive system. and that defensive systems always
could and inevitably would be overwhelmed by addi-
tions to the opposing offensive systems. These argu-
ments were hardly hypothetical: rather, they were a
concrete warning of what the United States would in
tuct do it the Soviets sought to build a hcavy ABM
system.

Thus. McNamara had the unquestioned capability
to ensure he was night in “predicting™ that the deploy-
ment of ABM systems would only stimulate an offen-
sive arms race. create dangerous new tensions and
interacting fears. and end by being tutife as well as
dangerous.

b g
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Today. in the context ot intensiticd Cold War and
the Reagan admanistration’s SDI program. the posiions
have been reversed. and Gorbuchey s Just as correct us
McNumara was carhier in predicting the consequences
of a untlateral detensive deployment. However. in hight
of Soviet unhappiness with the doctrine of assured
destruction. the traditional Russtan emphasis on
detense, their present efforts to lnmt homelund destruc-
tion ot nuclear war by antiaireraft defenses and counter-
torce targeting. and the specitic arguments that can be
made for the deplovment of hmnted defensive systems,
1t s reasonable to hore that the Soviers could be per-
suaded 1o reassess the situation. This would be par-
tnenturly the case if acgotiations should occur m i less
controntational context und were accompuanicd by
sertous arms control imitations on offensive weapons

Sull another concern s that Limited missile
detenses would require the abrogation or renegotiation
of the SALT I ABM Treaty, the most successtul arms
Imitation treaty of the nuclear age. This would not be «
high cost. however. as long as the deplovment of BMD
was not unilateral but followed trom bilateral negotia-
tions. The ABM Treaty was not supposed to be an end
in atself. It was npot based on the rationale that defense

per se was bad but, rather. that drastic mitations of

defenses were a necessary means to an undentably
desirable end: meaningtul cutbacks of offensive sys-

tems. The underlying assumption was that limitations of

ABMs would feave both superpowers unambiguously
hostage to each other. would instituttonalize MAD. and
would thus eliminate the forces driving the offensive
arms race.

In retrospect, however, we can now see that in this
crucial respect the ABM Treaty has been a dismal
failure. The rationale -such as it was—tfor a continuing
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erichsive afiis race sy have beea chinated. but the
rave hus nonctheless been substantiatly escalated e
the treaty was sizned i 19720 What went wrong ? 1o s
noa clear that the nogon that the arms race was p
martly a tunction ot anaction reaction avele herween
otfense and detense underestimated other potent forees
driving that racer the underhving Soviet- American de
ologreal and political conthets: the mplementanon of
part cubar pufitary strategres. fihe countertoree or
dumage-fumtattion: worst-case reasoning e both super-
power detense establishments: the iesorable march ot
rechnofogy s the impact of domestic pohitics. mterseivice
rivalnes. and burcaucratic compettion: and the desue
tor negetiating advantages i arms control talks them-
sehves, that s, hargimmng chips ™

Thus, 13 vears atter the ABM “Ireaty ended the
prospects of protection against any hind ot nuclear
attack . hittle or nothing has been done 1o mibat the
arms race sertousty or stabilize mutual deterrence Put
ditterently . the single weapons system meaningtully
constramed atter 23 years of more or less sertous super
power arms control negotiations has been the single
weapons system that was defensive. that actually had
some promise of saving hives rather than destroving
them. Surely we can do better than that. A joint
renegotiation of the ABM Treaty s hardhy too high a
price to pav tor a hmited detensive system that will not
destabtlize  the  underlving  mutual  deterrence
relationship.

Another potential argument against limited popula-
tion defenses is that a Soviet BMD system large cnough
to deal with acadental and third-party attacks might
nullity the British and French independent nuclear
deterrent forces. and require those states radically to
increase the numbers of therr offensive weapons. The
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argument scems mmplauable Not onbe wordd ranonad
Soviet teo s dack contidence that ther detenses wouldd
Do mpenctrable o the afready -cunstants” SBnnsh and
French torce s they would tarther have 1o assume tha
an attack on burope would fead o Nmencan oy wet as
Brittsh and French reteh ion

Morcover a the Bnnsh und French detertent aere
undermined by supcrpower deplovment of hinnred
defensive systemes s the same Toge would appfsy with
constderat Iy ereater force o other potentiel nocican
powers, Thus hmated detense <astems vould provide an
wldittonul fsncents e tor turther nuaclear probiteranon
talthoueh. admtediy o nth countiy nuctear powens
rareht contimue to have rncentives other than then
CAPaCiy o dtack aosaperpowet s On halance grscems
more Jihe!  that superpower detensive svsienis wonhd
inhibir cather than ~tunudate the deplovment ot noclon
wedapons by oall other states And i s predication
should prove wrone o the price of some inciease e Bt
-t arid Bronch torces would be worth the beronns

Finadlv e one has to consider the coonomine costs
deplovime detensive svstoos A Timred detense thar did
not have o zuard avaist Spaipen e counterncastres
woeuld of course be much Jess eyvpensine than Reaean's
SDE ahthoash undenbredly ar would cost sy indhon
of dolars Howevers this ovpense would be spread o
et a number ot e ad tarthierore or conid by o
set oy nevobtiated redinc tiones i otteiisnne sosiones
antoceses i wenid he ool bathons to protec o
soctety aeans b rhe st b ety hecate o e e

catastrophe

Fooreplovoment ot the prosent MDY o0 e wvan

one o of Tdetense dhanmanee e o soend nde s hos e e
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has not vet come. The political obstacles are even
greater than the technological ones. for no matter what
technological advances may be made i the toreseeable
tuture. it witl soll remain the case that no detense can
succeed against a powertul adversary determined to nul-
Ity e I anvthing, in reeent sears the pohitical condr
tons for defense dominance have become even more
untarorable. even as the technology beama o show
promise. because the predomumant intetlectual and polit
ical champrons ot defense dommance today are also
nulitantly  ant-Communmist. controntationist. and com-
mitted (o the testoration of US nuclear superionty and
perhaps even wartighting capabihities, rather than arms
control.

Over the longer run. though, s scems uneseeption-
able that the end we should wint at s not tor not merely )
the stabilization of MAD but its chiminanon, through
the progressive dismanthing ot the doomsday machime
that we have created. The ultimate goal should be the
complete chmmation of nuclear weapons. though the
teastbiliny of this isandeed questionable. However, s
much less utopian to think in erms not o nuclear disar-
mament but rather of u shittin strategies and weapons
systems toward detense dominance. m which the super-
powers agree to agree mutually o deploy heave poputa-
ton detense systems to detend aganst tull-scale nuclem
war

There would be two tundamental preconditions that
would have to be met tor such « regime o be imple-
mented. The tirst would be that cach superpower would
have o retran from nulhitving the other side’s detensive
syatemis. Sinee ettective tull seale popalation detense
syatems would mean the end of the badance ot terror
svatem. thes could happen only an conmpunction with an
cnd to the Cold War and an overall pohineal settlenment
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between the United States and the Soviet Umon. Put
difterently . however paradoxical 1t might superticially
appear. no nuclear detense agimst a major power can
succeed unless s grounded ina cooperative rather
than adversanial relationship.

The second precondition s that major reductions i
offensive weapons worhd have to accompany the
deplovment of heavy population defensive systems, tor
it could never be assumed that any defensive systeim
could provide meaningtul and rehiable prowction aginst
thousands of nuclear warheads.

[t these preconditions were met. the superpowers
could graduadly move from thin populanon detenses.
not dependent on @ transforiation of political relations
hut only on recognition ot the most mimmal common
mterests in survival, to thick detenses, which are mdeed
dependent on radscal psychological and pohiticad
changes in the international political environment. or at
least i the bilateral US-Soviet relationship.

Why 1t might he objected. would detenses he nec
exsary at all atter an end 1o the Cofd Wiur? Why not just
proceed directly o the elimination ot nuclear weapons
instead of defending agan 0 them? For i aumber of rea
sons, complete nuclear dsarmament would reguie
more than a Soviet-Amencan pohitical settlement. Such
asettlement would soll eave many nations with nuctew
weapons and o numbcer of aniesobved serous nter-
national conthiors. Bven more mportant. it dittieal
cven to agine how aorehiable mtermnational resnne ot
the comiplete chimination of nuclear weapons could be
extiublished. in highe ot the well-understood ditfwulty of
disimventing an establshed technologe And even b one
day sertous ettorts are made e this direction, populanon
detensive systems would andoubtedly play an important
rofe. as womeans of providimyg g salepuard asainsg
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clandestinely retained nuclear weapons. ™ Thus, strate
vic detense. it regarded as an instrument of arms controf
rather thun of mibitary strategy. may otfer the most via-
ble basis for a safe and durable arms control regnme
For the present, however. we need not be cons
cerned with how 1o convert utopias into reahities, tor
there are two mnportant and quite realistic tuncnons that
detenses agamst nuclear weapons could play o the near
future: to provide at least modestly ettective detense
against a4 variety of possible timied attacks. und to
serve as i base and mode! tor o tuture detense-domimant

world.

Notey
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BUILDING REFORM IN
WEAPONS ACQUISITION

Jacques S. Gansler

Tm_ REAGAN ADMINISIRATION entered
office with a strong mandate to increase detense
expenditures and reverse 4 percenved decline in the rela-
tive positton of America’s military posture around the
world. The two main thrusts of the administration’s ini-
tiatives were a tritlion-dollar detense buildup-- the
lurgest in peacetime history—and a commitment to
building some high-visibility systems. for example. the
MX mussile. the B-1B bomber. and an increased num-
ber of turge warships.

As a result of the deterioration of Amenca’s mili-
tary posture in the post-Vietnam era and the continued
buildup of Soviet forces, the increase in US detense
expenditures was clearly warranted. and it had the
desired impact. both in military and cconomic terms,
However. towards the end of the first term of the
Reagan adminmistration questions began to be raised
about whether taxpayers were getting their money’s
worth. Issues varied from whether we were buving the
right systems (highlighted by the controversy surround-
ing radios that did not allow the Army to talk 1o the
Navy during the Grenada contlict). to the glaring news.-
paper “horror stories™™ about weapons that didn’t work,
and grossly overpriced totlet seats and hammers. With
the deficit rising dramatically and the perception of
““chaos and corruption™ in defense procurements
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increasing, defense expenditures begun levehing ott and
there was o rising intensity m congressional and exevu-
tive branch attacks on the detense industey - avan.
tucled by the press. Etforts were made by the Pentagon
to shift public attention trom “management issues’ o
Cormmimnal actionsTT o giving many the impression that
acquisition management was beconung prinwaitiy i
tssue for audrtors and lawyvers.

Congress picked up on this attack and began s
ing hundreds of new procurement reforms™ ammed at
correcting the apparent abuses. For example. Senate
Bill 1958 was introduced on 17 December 19830 ~tat-
ing. “wherein. no tunds appropriated to or tor the use
ot the Department of Detense may be obligated or
cxpended for the procurement of any plastue toilet cover
shrouds. identified as toilet assembly #941673 101, at
A unit costan excess of S125.00.77 Congress got more
into the detaited management ot cach and every pro-
curement line item—-changing more than half of them
one way or another. and requinng detailed studies to be
done by the Department of Defense and subnutted to the
Congress in many aothers. Thus, instead of industry get
ting Government “ott its back.” the trend has been
toward increased auditing by the General Accounting
Office. the Inspectors Generall and so torthy and greater
regulation of defense contractors.

Fortunately . i paradle! with this mamstream tocus
on fraud and abuse.” there has been a broader. and tar
more important, rising concern about Uwaste’ - a new
look at the ettectiveness and etficieney we realize trom
our detense dolfars and the broad stractura! changes that
are necded to acrease the cost-clfectiveness ot our
expenditures. Agaim. at the beginning of the Reagan
administration the Detense Departiment took the lead in
mitiating these reforms. The so-catled " Carfuca
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Inthiatives ™ were o set ol acginsition reforms (proposed
by then Deputy Sceeretary Frank Carlucari anmed at cor-
recting many ot the historical abuses i the system
They focused on such gouls as mereasmy program st
biliy - improvang production etficiencs . and establishing
greater realismoin program costs. While highly desir-
able. such thrusts ran up agiunst the “traditonal way ot
domg detense business™ and were hard o implement
especially nan environment where evervone was i a
hurry 1o make short-term “fixes

However, by the end of the first term of the Rea-
gan administration, the movement towards broad strug
tural retorm had gamed momentum. The call for retorm
permeated all levels of DOD: the Office of the Secretar
of Detense. the Joint Chiets of Statt, the mithtary sery-
wees. and the detense industry . as well as all ot the
major DOD processes: the “requirements process™ (lor
weapons selection and specitication) . the planning,
programming. and budget process (tor resource affoca-
tiom), and the procurement process tselt.

In carly TORS 4 bipartisan report on the tindings ot
an tdependent 18-month study on defense orgamization
was refeased.’ retterating the need tor such broud
changes. The study panct included members from Cap-
itol Hill. many tormer Detense Department olficials.
and mihitary feaders such as General David Jones, for-
mer Chairman ot the Joint Chiets of Staft, General
Edward Mever. tormer Chief of Statt of the Army. and

Admiral Harry Train. former Commander-in-Chiet of

the Atlantic Command. Additionally. the recommenda-
tions of this study were endorsed by ~ix former Secre-
tartes of Defense who in their introduction stated.
“There are serious defwciencies in the organization and
managertal  procedures  of  the U.S. defense
establishment. ™
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This study was tollowed by the release ot sin
darly detaded investigation by the Senate Armed Sers -
tees Committee. This also recommended broad
institutional Changes and was supported by o biparisan
coalition led by Senators Goldwater and Nunn. On the
House side. Congressman Les Aspin (the new Charrman
of the Armed Services Commttee) imuated a tar:
reaching set of hearings on broad defense procurciment
and management sssues. Finadlv o i February 1986, the
President’s Blue Ribbon Commission on Detense Muan-
agement (the so-called Packard Commission. named
atter the Chairman ot the Commission. industrialist and
former Deputy Secretary of Detense Duvid Packard)
refeased its set ot recommendations on detense reorga
nization and procedural changes.”

Again. the focus was o broad. structurad changes
in the acquisttion process itselt rather than on the nar
rower issue of traud and abuse.” with the recommen:
dations centering on the need for a new planning and
budgeting system. significant reorganization ot both the
Office of the Sceerctary of Defense and the Joint Chiets
of Staft. and signiticant changes in the acquisiton proc-
ess as well as the munagement and buving practices of
the Conyress and the DOD.

Thus. the Congress and the excceutive branch are
taced with a chowce. They can either continue ther
detatled attack on “traud and abuse - -through greater
regulation and stepped-up auditing—or thev can shitt
the debate to the higher plateau ot broud structural
reform in the way the Departinent of Detense will do s
business over the coming years. Obvioustv. this exam-
mation argues that latter approach. However. the argu-
ment comes with a4 warming: it s possible 1o go too far
and seek change tor s own sake. thus throwing away
the good with the bad. ™" One atter another, independent
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studres comparing detense management with that ot
other Government ggenvies tat Federal, State . and tocal
levelsy have tound that the Department of Detense s
one ot the best managed 1t not Jie best managed ot W
Government avencies. s Phis s casy to see when detense
overtuns are compared with those occurrmy m othe
agenaies” major projects. For example, Detense horron
stories pale i comparison o coste sehedude. and man
agement problems encountered i the butlding ot niass
transit systems. and congressional office buthiings
Thus, while mahing necessary and dramatic changzes m
the way the Department ot Detense does its busimess
Is taportant not to enore the many important fessons
weve learned mobuving DOD weapon systems over the
past 40 vears. Nonetheless. there s much room tor
mprovement, as the tollowiny discusston of current
problems makes quite clear

The Acquisition Process

There are essentiadly four sets of adverse trends which
must be reversed i the DOD s o get its money s worth
and public contidence v 1o be restored. The tirst of
these IS increasing concern about the choice of weapon
svstems themselves. Bssentially. there is g perception
that ““the existing institutional structure”™ does nat
provide tor the selection and development ot the most
cost-eftective weapons, This concern is typified by the
extensive debates over the past several vears regarding
the S20 hillion requested for TOO MX missiles. a second
$20 billion tor 100 B-1 bombers, and third $20 biflion
for two additional aireraft carrier task forces. The ssue
1s not whether these weapon systems are desired but
whether they represent the best way (among many other
possible alternativesy 1o spend $60 bithion to enhance
the nation’s security. Sinnlarly. there has been much
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debate but, azan. no clear consensus ovey the
docation of meremental detense funds whethey o oon-
ship Navy s more Ay umits, or more An boree tichier
wings should have the highest pnonty These guestions
of strategy and the resultant weapon selectons are cony
pounded by ainter-Service rivalry tor resourees. they are
sull further comphicated by the vpportunitios for revoly
tonary chunge in force structure that are ottered by
tuture technological changes capable of mudtiplving el
evant mihitary capabilities it the new technology can be
“absorbed™ by the muhitary istitutions.

However, proposals tor such dramatic change oten
tall mto un wmhiguous regron between tradinonad Sery
e equipmient and missions. which makes o ditticult tor
the armed services to aceept such concepts “eultar
ally 7 For example. perhaps the Nuvy could carry ot
s mission of denving use ot the surtace of e scas to
an enemy with recontssance satelhites and Land-based
missiles. But such concepts are so toreien to traditional
notions of naval operations that they recene Iittie atten
tion. S Instead. we continue to concentrate on buitding
improved verstom of traditional plattorms sups,
plane~. and tanks.

Morcover. the armed services insist that cach iem
of cquipment be the “hest possible.™ This leads o the
second of the adverse trends. namely raped grovwth i
the cost of detense equipment. The United States has
clearly Kept aits mihitary equipment at the toretront ot the
technological state-ot-the-art, but the cost ot this
improved performance -from generation to generation
of weapon systems— has been increases of around 6
percent per year i the umit price of cach new generation
of equipment (even after adjusting tor intlation, as well
as the higher unit price associated with the reduced
quannties typically purchased today ¥ Since the cost ot
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a single ship currently iy measured in hundreds of mil-
loas and even bilhhons of dollurs, and an individual
plane in the tens or even hundreds of mitlions. and cach
new tank i the milhons at s clear that under any real-
intic projection ol resources hikely to be made available
tor defense. if unit costs continue to increase the nation
will be able to buy fewer and fewer weapon systems
euch year.

Recognizing the difficulty of buving ¢nough
weapons within the dollars availuble. the armed torces
historically have been optimistic in estimating the
“likely ™ cost of these weapon systems., especially when
first requesting tunds tor their development. Their hope
has been cither that costs willl in tuct. be unexpectedhy
low, or that more money will become availuble in the
tuture. More cvnically. some suggest that unrealistically
low cost estimates reflect w burcaucratic tactic whose
purpose is to get the development program started and
to leave the problem of how to pay tor it to those in
otfice in later vears. Indeed. as weapons are actually
developed and procured. fur too often their realized
costs have been signiticantly higher than the initial esti-
mates. This program cost growth historically has aver-
aged between 50 and 100 pereent of the original cost
estimate of each weapon svstem.”

Naturalbv. if there are only a certain number of dol-
lars available for buying « given svstem. and s costs
double. we can only attord to buy hatf as many . Thus.
while the United States has been buving extremely
capable weapon systems, the total result ot both types
of cost growth —trom generation to generation, and
between imtal estimates and tinal price tags  has been
fewer and tfewer systems bought cach vear. For exam-
ple. i the 195308 the Unuited Stater bought around 3.000
fighter planes cach year: i the 1960, the number pur-
chased declined o 1,000 per vear: and in the 1970s, the
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figure was only 300 fighter planes per year. (Norm
Augustine has pointed out that @ continuation of this
trend would result in our building one fighter plane per
year in the year 2054

There is, howesver. a minumum quantity of weapon
systems which is absolutely critical 1or the successtul
completion of any military mission. especially as the
Soviet Union has been steadily improving the quality of
its weapons, while still maintaining equipment stocks
and production rates that are very high compared 10
American defense numbers, Thus. these costinduced
reductions in the quantity of US weapon purchases
could be devastating.

The increasing cost of US weapon systems also
adds to the third of the undesirable acquisition trends.
namely . a lengthening of the acquisition cvele ~the tune
required to move from the initiation of development
through the completion of production. Part of this
lengthening is due to the increasing complexity of mod-
e weapon systems, but two more important causes are
(a1 stretehouts resulting trom an increasingly burden-
wome and indecisive managerial and budgeiing process
(in both the executive and legislative branches) and (b)
stretchouts resulting from program cost growths and
budget reductions. [t used to take S 10 7 years to acquire
A WCUPON SYSIENL. but New sVAems now often take 12 or
even 1S years to move trom exploratory development ©
initial deployments in the field. Even after development
is complete. the high costs of cach weapon mean that
only a few production units can be purchased cach year.
so the deployment of any significant number is still fur-
ther delayed. 1t becomes a vicious circle. sice an added
effect of lengthened acquisition cycles is reduced etti-
ciency in the acquisition process, and therefore still
greater unit costs and sull fower quantities. Thus. the

. ke,



i

ra

Buddding Retorm i Weapons Acquisition AP

lengthening acquisition cyele has a compound miditary
etfect. Fiesto 1t results na dechne in Amernica’s tech-
nological advantage over the Soviets, since most ot the
systems deploved i the field are older designs. and.
second. the tonger evele tselt causes higher costs and
theretore reduced quantities.

Adding to these undesirable weupon syvatem
acquisition trends—-and to a considerable extent being
caused by them—-1s the fourth of the adverse trends.
worsening problems in the US defense indiustrial base.
Witdi e toig-term decline in rates of production. one
would expect to see the industrial base ““drying up.” In
tact. during the shrinkage tn detense procurements in
the carly 1970< (the annual procurement account
dropped trom $44 bithion to $17 bilhon, excluding intla-
tion effects. trom 1969 to 1975 the large prime con-
tractors remained in business by building equipment at
very low rates, tor example. one aircralt per month in
an extreme case. while suppliers of parts and sub-
contractors were alfowed simply o disappear. A sertes
of reports in late 1980wl indicated sigmificant problems
in the US defense industrial base.” These studies identi-
fied arcas of substantial inetticiency for normal opera-
tions 1 peacetime, as welil as entical bottlenecks (for
example. in selected crittcal parts and production equip-
ment). such that there was almost a total fack ot
capabtlity to respond rapidly to any emergency condi-
tion with a surge 1in production. For example. it was
reported that it would take over three years tor an exist-
tng wireraft production hine to increase 1s output
signiticantly

Oddly. America’s national security strategy was
itselt partially the cause of this dechining industrial
responsiveness. After World War {1 the United States
shitted o a strategy and mulitary force posture that
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relied very heavily on US nuclear superiority to deter
war i any torm. Under this posture. the US abiluy o
mass-produce huge quantities of weapons rapidly —-as
demonstratea during World War H--—was no longer con-
sidered a part of America’s security strength. Beginning
in the 1960s, however, as the USSR began to acquire
strategic nuclear parity. the threat of a US nuclear
response to i conventional attack became less credible
as i deterrent to war. Thus. the United States shifted
a strateyy of “flenible response” ™ attempting to respond
to conventional ageression with conventional weapons.
while maintaining nuclear weapons as a deterrent to
nuciear attacks and for “"first use™™ if conventional
defenses fail. To prevent the United States trom being
forced to employ the “"nuclear option.”” however. the
conventional warfare portion of this strategy has to
count more heavily on US industrial responsiveness—to
be prepared to beet up the relatively small peacetime
standing forces in the event of crisis. ™ But improving
industrial responsiveness also requires monev. which
compounds the squeese on avatlable acquisition tunds.
so successive US adninistrattons have been reluctant to
take significant steps in thiy area.

Reversing these tour undesirable acquisition trends
can be accomplished neither quickly nor easily. The
complexity and magnitude of the detense acquisition
system does not lend atselt to simple solutions.
However. partly out of frustration and partly to react o
the public and press clamor for corrective actions
throught on more by the revelations of $400 hammers,
SY00 stool caps. and $600 toilet seats than by the
above-noted broad trends in defense procurement).
quick fixes™ have been the attempts pursued by both
the Congress and the DOD. For example. recently the
Congress had over 150 different detense procurement

o retniian,
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retorm bills being processed--many of which would,
tuct. be counterproductive and even self-contradictory.
while the DOD. to correct the “'spare parts problem.”™
added hterally thousands of people (the Air Foree added
over 3 000 people for spare parts alone). and the net
result was to double the processing time for ordering
spare parts with actually negative impact on toree readi-
ness as aresult of this s, Clearly, primary attention
needs to be addressed to the large-dollar items it signiti-
cant impacts on defense procurement are actually o be
realized-—rather than to the small wems. The latter,
untortunately . are the ones that have been grabbing the
headlines. and thus receiving a disproportionate amount
of the attention. An example of the mismateh in
resources would be the fact that the DOD now has 30 1o
40 percent of the government’s plant representatives,
auditors. ¢te. looking at spare parts. which actually rep-
resent only 3 to 4 percent of the total DOD
dollars.

Needed Changes

If these sigmiticant and undestrable trends in the Depart-
ment of Defense’s acguisition practices are to be
reversed. there are four broad sets of changes required.
In priority order. these are (1) improved long-term
resource allocations and weapon syvstem selections
{there™s no value i property buving the wrong sys-
tems): (2) improving the stability in programs and
budgets thow can you possibly manage etticiently it the
programs. and the dollars tor them. are continuously
changing?): (3y shifting trom a current system that regu-
lutes quality and costs 10 one that creates natural incen-
tives tor higher quality and lower costs GUs harder to
get people to do things right by directive rather than by
choice): and (4) there is a need for greate, cmphasis on
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the importance of the health and responsiveness ot the

defense industrial base tits role as a vital part of our

national security posture miust be recognmized and steps
taken to revitalize the “arsenal ot democracy 7).

Clearly. these tour actions are inter-related. vet all
tour are required it there s to be a broad ““enlural
change™ in the way DOD does s business. A more
detatled discussion of the four actions tollows.

I Improved methods o allocate defense resources
and exeablish weapon system requirements. AUpresent,
weapons and other equipment are selected almost solely
by cach military service acting independently. The
Armv. Navy, Air Force, and Marines cach choose the
systems that appear best suited tor their unigue, histor-
ical misstons, according to thetr own perceptions of
requirements. Thus. the armed services design the struc-
tures of their forces asaf they intended to tight inde-
pendent Tand. sea. air, and amphibious wars, tThis
explwins why-—uas noted betore i the Grenada opera-
tion of 1983 the radios ot the Army and Navy operated
ditterently. prohibiting the needed direct communica-
tions hetween them during the conthictr Al nilitary
eaperts agree that future battles will be tought with mte-
grated torces, so clearly weapons and equipment should
be selected to complement one another. and thus maxi-
mize the combined capabilities of the armed torees.

Untortunately. those who have the responsibility
tor planning how wars will be fought  the Chairman of
the Jomnt Chiets o Staft and the Commanders of the
Unitied and Specificd Commuands (CINCs)-- do not
develop weupon requirements, nor approve the selection
of weapon systems. nor establish the priorities for
resource expenditures among the various competing
demands. Thus, the sole responsibility tor imposing
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some coherence upon the uncoordinated procurement
programs of individual Services has been assumed by
the Office ol the Secretary of Detense. with frequent
advice from the Congress.

To get resource and cquipment planning done by
the milirary on a unified basis would require a strength-
ened Chairman ot the Joint Chiets and an organization
and staft more independent of the Services. as was sug-
gested by President Eisenhower (but not implemented)
in 1958, Thus. long-range. mission-area resource plans
would be generated based on guidance from the Otfice
of the Secretary of Detense with total dollar levels
established by the President that would make more
eftective use of the overall resources and the changes in
technology now aviaydable. 1t s the latter which has
resulted in the present considerabic overlap in individual
Service traditional roles and missions,

Such long-range plans--tied to mihitary mission
future needs—would place an “atfordability construint™
on deciding which tuture weapon systems would be
developed and procured. and in what numbers. The
Chairman would also recommend a strategy that would
be tied to these resource plans. a link which. many have
noted. 1s currently missing. Such a plan would not only
have the mulitary making explicit trade-otls between
quantity and quality (the result of 4 resource-constrained
plan). it would also require explicit trade-otts between
dollars tor torce modernization and dollars tor toree
readiness (the input from the CINCs s particularhy
mmportant in the latter regard).

Much of what fits 1nto this recommendation is con-
tatined within the movement tor 7 JCS Reform. ™!
Howcever, many of these retorm proposals tend to
cmphasize exclusively the mihitary ““chain of com-
mand™" issue. They need to be expanded to include the

[P
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resource planming assue also. It properly mmplemented.
these retorms would sigmiticantly strengthen the role of
the Secretary of Defense. He would then huve tar
greater assistance in achieving mtegrated plunning
from the Chairman ot the Joint Chiets of Stat{. the
CINCs. uand the more independent staft of the Chairmun
ot the JCS. Siularly . they would make clear the spe-
cific role of the Services. which is - by Jaw.- that of
organizing. equipping. training. and supporting their
respective forees.

Overall, the ettect of this broad retorm would be to
shift more towards contralized decisionmahing and
decentralized implementation. with the Services having
tull aathority and responsibility tor the execution ot the
weapon systems developments and procurements  as
well as their subsequent support.

The fong-range. integrated. resource plan generated
by the Office of the Sccretary of Defense and the Chair-
man of the Joint Chicts of Staft would then torm the
busis tor the second of the necded defense wequisition
reforms,

2. Greater program and budget stability. The

United States is one ot the few nations i the world.

not the only one. to run its detense establishiment on an
annual budget cyvele. Single-vear defense budgets
encourage the Services. the administration. and the
Congress to meet annual total budget imits by stretch-
g out the purchases of most weapons over seyveral
additional vears  a tar less ditficult action thun actually
canceling an entire weapon program. Such “Ustretch-
outs”" are short-sighted. as they foree contractors to pro-
duce equipment at inefficient rates of production,

causing higher unit costs and the overall procurement of

fewer svstems. For example. the three-year production
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Ustretchout™ of the F 1S aireratt in the mid- 19708
resulted ina two-bilhon-dotar increase e program costs
teaciuding the etftects of intlation). Eightv-three tewer
fighter wreratt were purchused than wouald have been
possible - tor the same dollars -had the original ptan
heen adhered to -

Coneress could make a very sienificant cortribution
to controlling procurement costs by adopring a multncear
detense budger.! Two- or three-vear budget eyveles would
introduce the greater stabithty necessary tor contractors o
plan more efticient production rates and lower the unit
costs of new swstems. Ferthermore. the stabihing of muln
veur budgeting would encourage the apphcation of maln
yeur procurement contracts - a far more ethicient
technique. Finallv, und most important, multivear budects
would encourage the Defense Department and the Con-
aress o consider more caretully the long-tenm fiscal and
strategic implications ol procurement decisions, Naturally
multivear budgets could be reviewed at any tme in fight
of changes m world conditions.

Encouragingly. during the past vear both the Sen-
ate and the House have introdueced bills tor w biennial
budget process, wheretn a two-vear detense budget
would be established during the first vear of the new
Congress. The Department of Defense has strongls sup-
ported this mnitiative. 1t might be noted that the Con-
gress's annual budget resolutions actualby have three-
vear budgets contained within them. but only the tirst
vear is hindine on the executive branch. while the sec-
ond two are considered “targets T Making these out
vear targets binding as “nonunal budgets. with the
President permatted to subnnt amendments as the
ceonomiv picture changed. would mtroduce a major ele-
ment of the needed stability without requiring radical
changes in procedures,
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A second beneficial congressional retorm would be
to reduce the pumber of committees imvolved in the
Detense budget process. In 1983 Detense Department
witnesses testutied on the 1984 budget betore Y6 com-
mittees and subcommittees: 1300 witnesses provided
2,160 hours of testimony . The redundant hearmgs are
tme-consunng (for both Detense muanagement and tor
the Congressy and focus extensive attenton on the
detiards of the budeet. rather than on broader policy
issues. Additionatty - the many smiall changes that resulh
trom this process tlast vear over 1000 line items were
changedt mtroduce great instabilities into detense pro-
crams and uncertamties about future funding levels cid
schedules. An A Foree study estimated that savings ot
20 pereent could be achieved  atter a tew vears” time -
hy stabilizing the Department of Detense budget: con-
aresstonal retorms would help to make these savings
pn\\ihlk‘.

“he Detense Department also could help achieve
sreater budget stability - The Department might begin by
recognizing how much it hurts itselt by not makoing real
istic total program cost estimates. Histoncally, the cost
associated with the wncerramny of developing new
advanced-technology weapoas has not been included in
most program il estimaltes, since potential price tags
look more attractnve without these ““contingeney gol-
lars . Optimigstic nitial esttmating 15 a problem
throughout the vartous levels of the Detense Depart-
ment. as well as in the Congress. There is no question,
however. that there are major uncertaintes n the
development of weapon systems, and that tactors to
cover these rishs must be included 1 costs are to be esti-
mated realistically - this s basically a management
issuc. not a cost-estimating ssue. Clearly, realistic pro-
gram cost estimates are critical to the achievement of
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stabthty  and. theretore, etticieney i the detense
acquisition provess. Low estinates alwavs result i
Teost growth’oand stretchouts Tater ons Natuiallv .
realistic program vost estimates were used. 1t woald
result i fewer programs in the total badeet than <
renty exist. However, cach of the procrams which sur
vived could be managed more etficientds and. i the
end. a great dead more equipment could be precured tos
the same wmount ol money

One techny ue that the Services have recentdy
begun implementig to achieve greater stabnhiny s called
Chascelinimg T Herean miternad TUeontract s waiten
on cach provram - between the program manager and
his Service For example. the A Foree s now tivine o
disciphine aself to operate witinn the S20 talfion esu
mate for 100 B- 1B aireratt. A basehne has been siened
tand 1t resistons are required. re-signed) which com
mts ot the verny top lesels ol the Service 10 4l ot the
Key parameters of the program. tor example. pertorm
ance. annual budgets. quantities. ~chedules. support
plans. operational plans, oo Traditionatly . sueh com
mitments have not existed. So the Services have teh
tree to chunge ther nnnds Trequently on both program
requiremients and budgcets. thus creating turmol and
instabihity n the program and altowing the indasteral
suppliers to operate “flexibly™ on contract costs even
it the onginal contract had been a tixed-price vontract.
Underhiming this coneept of baselinmyg is the assumption
that the Service program manager is given sutticient
authority to reject changes that come i from other statt
arcas. OF great help to the eftective management of
these programs would be greater DOD reprogramming
authority + - the Congress to permit the necessary man-
agerial flexiohity .
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Inherent e ths concept of program stabthiny are
Mo basic assumptions: by never start the procran wnld
vonr v ready s that s don o mtiate tullscale develop
ment unloss the technology has atready been demon
strated . tirm requiremients have beon established, and
relevant operational concepts hinve been sertded: and 2y
recoy e thar Biseericadiv, a commimment 1o puadl saal
devdlopment is a comminment 1o production. there have
been no programs cancelled by the Services atter tulf
sadle development has beguns and very tew have heen
cancelled by any other authony  either in the evect
tve or legistutin o branches. Under this concept. the dol
lars must he avalable tor producton and the planning
done to have @ smooth transition from development into
productic n. with proper production planning dose carly
cnough to achieve the desired efficieney of production
operations. Such planming and commitments would
encourage both ethioient production rates and etticient
multivear contracting.

The tirst two retorms in detense procurement
mmproved planning and scelection of weapon systems,
and stabifity e programs and budgets  wre the highest
priority - With these two retorms i place. it would then
be possible to manage cach weapon procurement pro-
cram far more etticrenthy and ettectvely. However, o
do so the two retorms discussed below are also neces-
sary . The combined cettect of wll tour widl achieve the
necded overall “eultural change™ i the way detense

does it busmess

SoSNhifting Frone reewla dons to o ncentives o
achieve lugher qualie and loscer cost equipmeni. Here
we conme to the arca ol spectite “procurement
retorms” the types ot meastres that most discussions
of “eetting more bang for the buck™ normally start
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wath In this case thoere are two choiees Father o Laee
number of new Laws and or regulutions are ssued.
corvering every detarl of defenae costs und “how 107
rufess or one credates o new enviromment. one owhich
the government and its contractors have natural meen-
tves. such as promotion. profit, increased sales. profes-
stopal pride. ete.s which lead the government and
mdustry managers to want to figure out wavs to
tmprove the quality of their products and lower the
cose. As will be seen below . such “market meentives™
rurely exist today in defense procurement. They need to
be created i order to achieve the necessary changes.
The tollowing 10 specitic echnmgues might achieve
the "natural incentives” needed tor improved efticiency

and etfectiveness of defense resource management.

ESNHANCED PROFESSIONALISML Because experienced
Government managers are essential for the successtul
acquisition of new multubihon dollar high-technology
high-risk weapon systems, ncentives must be created
tor the retention. and especiatly the promotion. of ettec-
tve mihtary and avibian personnel in the agencres that
manage the acguisibon process. Historically . such sta-
bility and rewards have not existed. For the mlitary.
promotion potential lies elsewhere in operational posi-
tions. Rotation rates are high in management billets,
and INeXPEricnee-—-0r even No CXPericnee- -1s Commeon.
However. in recent vears the Air Foree has made some
sigmificant strides in the right direction, and in 1985
Navy Secretary Lehman directed that 40 percent of all
tuture admirals must come from the acquisition com-
munity. Similar upgrading ot status and promotion
potential 1s also required on the civilian side.

The first and most obvious step is a reclassifica-
tron of procurement from Tadmimistrative’” to
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“protessional” categories, mcluding att ot the corre-
sponding changes in traiming and experience, Unul the
personned system s tully retormed-on both the civiliun
and muhitary sides  iewnl be ditticult to recruit and
retain the most capable and experienced people in the

AUUUISTHON PIOCessS.

INCREASED PROGRANM MANAGENENT AL THORIDY In
recent sears, priesthoods™ ot aindividuals wath exten:
ive authority have built up on the Serviee and Score
tary ‘s statts. These people have the right to tella
program manager exactly what he must huve 1 his pro-
gram —from the point of view ot the ““competttion
advocate.” the streambiming advocate,” the rehabil-
ity expert.’” the logisties expert.”” the Tmilary com-
ponent specitication expert.” and so torth. Since afl ot
these individuads have veto power over a program. the
Program manager must agree to meet thetr diverse
requirements it he wants his program appros ed. regard-
Jess of the costs. In addition, in order to sell™ a pro-
gram on up the line. the program manager must £o
through innumerable sets of “reviews-—often over 40
individual sets of bricfings for one decision on how the
program will be run. A look it either commerclal pro-
grams or well-run defense programs shows that what
successtul programs have in common s a strong pro-
gram manager with full authority o do the job. and the
full support of those senior to him who can toree the
svstem to allow it to happen. Detense “lavering T has
built up to such a point that. in some cases. it nearly
ympossible for this 1o occur. [n J98S Navy Secretary
Lehman took a dramatic step to chiminate a whole layer.
or organization, by removing the Chiet of Navy Mate-
riel and all of his supporting staft. This also had the
desirable effect of eliminating much of the statf from
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the next faver down. whose principal job was supplying
data to the upper faver. He also streamlined the report-
ing chain trom the program manager directly upward
Thus. the program muanager was given both the
authority and the responsibility associated with his job,
and was free to manage in the most eftective and cefti-
cient tashion practical within the Himits set by program
dollars.

This 1s un essential step in more etiective acquisi-
tion management.

CONTINUOUS ALTERNATIVE. In the nondetense
world the maintenance of some form of continuous
alternative tfor example. competition between two or
more supphiers for the sume product. or between at least
two ditterent products tor the siame mission) is the nor-
mal way of doing business. Since such a compettion
assures the continual creation of incentives for lowering
costs and improving performance. it has proven to be an
etfective techmque. By contrast. the normal approach
tor the Department of Detense is to have an initial com-
petition for the development of & weapon system. tol-
fowed by sole-source contracts to the winner. The
thousands of subsequent program changes are bid in a
monopoly environment. thus invalidating the inital con-
truct bid. Similarly. all follow-on contracts——especially
for the large production dollars—are bid on a sole-
source basis over the next 10 to 20 years.

The DOD must figure out ways to shitt from this
sole-source environment to some form or torms of con-
tinuous alternative. In the commercial world. if one
supplier raises his prices significantly. you'll switch to
another. In the DOD world—with onlty one supplier of a
badly needed weapon system-—the option s simply ta
buy fewer systems this year and the rest a few years

ik pomes
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tater. at sull higher prices. While continuous competi-
ton may not alwavs be practical. most ot the tme it i~
Certatndyv . it should always be considered, and cttorts
made tor its achievements. Where it 1s not possible or
practical at the weapon system level, continuous alter-
natives can be used tfor critical subsvstems. The
emphasis here—as with all the required acquisition ini-
tiatives-—1. * he on incentives for the achievement of
both higher quality and lower costs. Studies have shown
that when the Defense Department has used such con-
tinuous competifion in the past. program cost savings on
an average o 25 10 30 percent have been realized. along
with significant performince improvements.

Recognizing these potential benefits, on 1 April
1985 the Congress mandated that the "Competition in
Cantracting Act’” be fully implemented. This law not
only requires the consideration of competition on all
major weapon systems but it also establishes the
requirement to report on this to the Congress. While the
Competition in Contracting Act Is clearly a move in the
right direction. that is. toward more use of competitive
incentives, there iv a danger that the intent of the
increased competition— improved performance at lower
costs—wifl be subverted through its improper imple-
mentation. We have already begun to see this happen.
What has captured the attention of both Congress and
DOD is the short-term benefits ot holding ““auctions™
tor low-bidder awards. without adequate attention given
to the attendant risk (given the highly complex. high-
technology makeup of most advanced weapon systems)
of achieving very low reliability and very inferior per-
formance from the *“budget-priced™ goods.

It is necessary for the DOD to learn how to do
“value competition” —as is done in the nondefense/
commercial world—where the competition is held for

- tian,
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the best goods at a reasonable price. Most often. the
buyer will see that 1t's to his advantage o spend a hule
more money to get i lot more quahty.

INCREASED USE OF COMMERCIAL SYSTEMS. PARIS.
AND SPECIHICATIONS . Untl recent vears. defense tech-
nology was tar ahead ot its commercial counterpart.
However. in muny areas this is no longer the case—-bet-
ter and cheaper cquipment is availuble in the highly
competitive and fast-growing commercial marketplace.
Nonetheless. Defense has held on to its traditions. and
has insisted upon extensive use of spectal-purpose
equipment and parts built to special military specifica-
tions. The overall result is that the DOD often payvs
dearly tor the speciahized nature of its parts and equip-
ment. and vet gets inferior results. For example. in
microclectronics. today s commercial equipment is built
to withstand environments (such as being mounted on
automobile engines) thut are as difticult as those stipu-
lated by DOD. But the commercial equipment 1s far
more reliable. is lower in cost. and embodies much
more advanced technology than that of comparable mili-
tary equipment. It s time for Defense to shift to the
selection and use of existing commercial systems. parts.
and specifications as its first priority. These parts have
all met the “"market test™” tor both quality and price.

Thus. the DOD will have all the advantages ot the
Tcontinuous competition”” of the commercial mar-
ketplace. without having had to create the maket itselt,
This approach has the added benetit of increasing the
integration of the military and commercial industrial
worlds. introducing not only far more cost sensitivity o
military procurements but alvo providing the potential
for a rapid surge in production. Our surge capabilities
would be greatly enhanced if existing commercial

et i
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production lines could be rapidly converted to defense
production in periods of crisis.

REWARD GOOD PERFORMANCE WITH FUTURE BU'SI-
NESS. Defense contractors are primanly sales-oriented.
that i1s. they are continuously striving to achieve
increased levels of business on the assumption that
profits will follow sales. This sales emphasis will grow
even stronger if the recommendation for more competi-
tion is implemented. However, current source selections
are based almost completely on promises in the pro-
posals that are submitted for a particular award. There s
very little institutional consideriation of the performance
(in terms of gquality. delivery, or cost) that was ¢ _hieved
by that supphier on prior programs. Thus. awards are
bused more on promises than on past performance. The
opposite approach is taken in the commercial world.
where firms are rewarded with increased business af
their past performance has been good. and are closed
out of future business if their performance has been
poor. Secretary McNamara tried to implement a per-
formance-based source-selection system when he first
came to the Detense Department, but his eftorts were
unsuccesstul and were subsequently dropped.

Nevertheless. the need to reward success has not
dimin‘sk.d 1nd new ctforts should be made in this
direction.

PROFIT. Clearly, industry is motivated to enhance
its profit margins. However, the Detfense Department
follows the perverse practice of negotiating a contrac-
tor’s profit margin cach year without regard to how the
product’s costs in prior years have compared to
expected costs. For example. the cost basis used tfor
profit negotiations in production programs is that of the

. e s,
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previous vear's costs. The higher the costs. the more
prefit doflars next vear, since the profit margin (pereent)
tends to remain about the same from year to year.

A tar better approach would be for the government
to allow a higher profit margin in subseguent years if
the costs fell below that which was expected for the
prior years. If costs rose one year, the contractor would
receive a smaller protit the next year. but if costs actu-
ally fell in one year. the contractor could be assured that
his profit margin would rise in negotiations for next
vear's contract. Similarly, profit margin could be tied o
a svstem’s demonstrated reliability, in order to creite an
incentive in this arca. These proposed changes would
essentially constitute 4 move toward the commercial
practice of rewarding good pertormance with higher
profits in the future.

PRICE ELASTICITY . The military services’ incentives
to achieve lower costs could be greatly enhanced by a
policy which permits the Services to buy larger quin-
tities. or improve the performance. of those particular
systems for which unit costs tell below expectations.,
Thus. part of the cost savings would be returned o the
Services for the acquisition of greater military capa-
bilities. As is now the case. the relevant program oftice
loses the money it costs are reduced.

Instead. savings could be used to improve the per-
formance of systems (for example. through increased
rehiability testing). to buy more of them. or to pay for
needed product modifications. A version of this ““price
elasticity " incentive was tried successtully by former
Secretary of Defense James Schlesinger when he
otfered the Air Force a choice between a larger number
of fighter wings tf fower cost F- 16 aircraft were
purchased. or a smatler number of aircratt if they chose

(RO .
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to buy the more expensive F-15s. The Air Force
decided to buy the lower-pertormance. lower-cost.
greater-quantiry option—so today we have F-l6s in the
Air Foree inventory.

TECHNOLOGY DEMONSTRATIONS. Faster. more efti-
clent Major weapons acquisition programs require that
high-risk. high-cost subsystems that incorporate next-
generation technologies - such as radars. engines. and
computers—should. whenever possible. be developed
mdependent ot the complete weapon system. They
should then be fully tested betore a commitment is
made to include them in the overall weapon system.
This demonstration of new technology, prior to applica-
tion 1 a4 weapon system. is the proper use of the “fly-

betore-buv ™ concept. 1t would reduce the cost risk of

major weapon system development programs and
reduce the time necessary to complete them. When new
subsystem technology has been demonstrated. it can be
quickly inserted into the overall program and brought
into the field. This maditication™ approach has
already proven to be an extremely efticient way of
developing new weapon systems both in the United
States and other countries. but the DOD acquisition and
budget processes are structured primarily around the
development of complete new weapon systems,

TDESIGN-TO-COST. T In the commercial world
advanced technology is used simultancously to lower
equipmient costs and to improve the performance of new
systems. In the detense world technology is used almost
exclusively 1o maximize performance. It has been esti-
mated that achievement of the last few degrees of
performance tends 1o raise defense system costs by 30
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to 50 percent—correspondingly reducing the number of
weapons which can be acquired.

It unit cost were made an important design crife-
rion—along with performance—then the DOD could
take advantage of new technologies both to improsve the
quatity of its equipment and to increase the quantities it
is able to purchase. thereby trading o very smull reduc-
tion in an individual system’s performance for a larger
increase in the number of svstems acquired. Swnilurly
an important early design consideration must be the
development of innovative techniques to reduce subse-
quent logistics costs. Today. support costs are pro-
hibitively expensive: their reduction must be recognized
as an early engineering design task. not something to be
tixed later.

FUND NONTRADITIONAL CONCEPTS. In order to
encourage the development of new technology that can
be used to improve overall military effectiveness in non-
traditional ways. especially when it would cut across
historical Service roles and missions, it is necessary for
the Services and the Defense Advanced Research Proj-
ects Agency (DARPA) to ““hedge™ funds tor such non-
traditional systems and technology. These nontraditional
technologies otherwise remain underfunded. as the insti-
tutions that control the rescarch process consider them
to be a “lower prionity.”

For example. both the Army and Air Force have
had trouble funding and utilizing remotely piloted-vehi-
cles. even though Israel has clearly shown their military
value in conflict. [f a special altowance was made for
the prototype development and demonstration of pro-
totypes of nontraditional systems. and the money not
counted against a Service’s budget (that is. charged to

the Office of the Secretary of Defense). a form of




S Jacques S0 Ganler

internal competition could be set up between improve-
ments i traditional systems and innovative ways ot
accomphishing the same task. The mnovauve alterna-
tives could then be tested against the traditional
approaches. To create the proper incentives, 1t is desir-
able that these nontraditional approaches be pursued by
separate organizations within cach Service. and or that
increased funding be given to DARPA.

To summarize this third broad acquisition inttia-
tive. ... the substitution of regutations with natural
incentives, it s important o emphasize that these 10
incenpnives” will not be casy to implement. yet the
government has already begun moving on some ot
them, and many of the others are very similar to prac-
tices that are widely utilized in the commercial world.
Thus, there is a large body of lessons learned ™ that
could be applied. The combination ot these changes
clearly would result in a very signiticant “cultural
change™™ within the Department of Detfense. shitting
trom a heavy dependence on regulation for improved
pertormance and lower cost to the use of natural incen-
tives o attain these saume objectives. Many believe that
the use of such incentives will, in tact, be tar more
cftective than the historic regulatory approach.

All three of the broud recommendations tor change
that are described ubove have in comnion a4 “"demand
side™ perspective through revisions o the budgeting
and program management process. and to incentives o
create higher pertormance and lower cost in weapon
system procurements. However, stopping with ealy
these changes would leave out a major potential area of
improved effectiveness and efficiency. namely the
“supply side. " that is. the detense industrial base. This
brings us to the tourth and last of the broad reforms
required.
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4. Industrial base visibilirv. Historically . the
assumption has been that a free market has been operat-
ing in the detense arena. one which adjusts o changing
conditions and achieves economic efficiency and strate-
gic responsiveness to the nation’s security needs Untor-
tunately. this has not actually been the case. the
principal reason being that the overall detense market is
unigue. consisting of one buyer and in many instances.
only one supplier. Under these conditions. the Defense
Department. as the only buyer. has an obligation to con-
cern itself with the health and responsiveness ot the
defense industry. In order to do this, it needs to have
some organization responsible for the industry’s health
and in a position to take action to assure it. At times.
such an oftice would encourage the establishment ot a
second or even third producer. At other times, it might
encourage the awarding of a contract so as to achieve
greater laubor stability. At still other times. it might
investigate the critical lower tiers of the defense indus-
try to assure that similar efficiency and responsiveness
is attained in the supply of critical parts.

The United States s the only nation in the world
which does not treat its detense industry as a vital
national resource. Today. the Defense Department does
not have the means to achieve these ends. at either the
prime contractor level or at the critical lower-tier lesels.
Specitically. what it ts missing s governmental msight
into the conditions of efficiency and effectiveness in
critical sectors of the industrial base. This insight can be
provided by gathering data in such arcas as the amoeunt
of competition in given sectors. labor torce stability,
bottlenecks, capital investments, toreign dependeney .
long-term R&D. capacity utilization. surge capability .
and mtegration of civil and military production.

When provided with insight into the health and
responsiveness of the industrial base. the DOD can then

R st et
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include such considerations v its major acquisition and
budget decisions. For example. DOD could make
informed decisions, not possible now. on the best tme
and location to start up a new production line. whether
to obtain a second supplier to do research in a critical
component area. or where to target investments to allow
the rapid surge of a production line in the event of a
CTiSiS.

Today these supply-oriented decisions are not part
of the DOD’s acquisition process. nor is the necessary
data base
such considerations. tar greater efficiency and effective-
ness could be achieved in this unique marketplace.
Additionally. industrial responsiveness could be made a
more significant part of overall US national security . ©

* * *

The last few years have clearly been dramatic ones
for **defense reform.”” Much new legislation was imple-
mented with a clear trend towards increased—und more
detailed—regulation of all aspects of the defense indus-
try. This trend was further heightened by actions within
the Department of Defense itself, which moved towards
the turnover of greater acquisition management respon-
sibifity and authority to the “‘lawyers and auditors™ as
the short-term solution to perceived increases in
“waste, fraud. and abuse.”” In parallel with these nega-
tive trends. however. both the executive and congres-
sional branches inmtiated far broader and perhaps more
long-reaching etforts at the needed basic structural
reforms. Activities are underway that promise still
greater results in these more significant directions. The
big unknown is whether these activities can realize a
payoft. in terms of improvements in the effectiveness
and efficiency with which Defense spends its annual

insight—available. With the addition of

Ve i,
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budget. This caamination argues tor significant struc
tural changes within the current overall instnutional pat-
tern. The other options are cither “nunor adjustments™
to the current system it vou believe s warking well,
why vt qust correct the abuses™ ) or at the other
extreme. radical changes to Service roles and missions
as well as the use of a single aivilian buving ageney
¢ "the current system will never work, so let's serap it
and start over ). Nonetheless, even the middle-ot-the-
road set of tour recommendations contiined herein sull
will resuft in rauther dramatic changes m organizations
and procedures-—und ultimately. in o significant
ceultural change™ o the way the DOD conducts s
business.

The implementation of the above tour changes will
be ditficult and will take signiticant time. So o avond
totally disrupting the system. these changes must be
implemented on a relatively gradual basis. Mostly what
will be required is a destre tor change - -on the part ot
the legislative and cxecutive brunches. particulurly the
latter.

Today. many on Capitol Hill and in the Pentagon
are atterpting to achieve procurement reform i o very
piecemeal tushion-—Irom a new ““spare parts czar’” toa
corps of new auditors. and trom hundreds of preces of
new procurement-reform regulations and fegislaton to
even greater congressional micromanagement of every
detense budget hine ttem. However, the cominy vears
will represent an even more significant challenge tor the
detense procurement world. No longer can one expedt
the large increases in detense budgets that were seen in
the tirst Reagan administration. Thus. in the presence of
signiticant budget cor-traints there will be even greater
political infighting — again. both on Capitol Hill and
within the Services. In this environment there are likely
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to be imcrcasing cries tor Uimmediate retorm,” T waith s
asockated tlood of new lTegislation and newspaper head-
ltnes. The challenge will be to achieve the required
broad changes m this environment—without darmaginy
what 1s worth saving in the Saistine system.

It these necessary changes can he made. then the
pubhic’s contidence in DOD management can be
restored. the taxpavers can get their money s worth, and
our national security can be strengthened. Clearly | these
results are worth the extra etort.
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DID READINESS GET

ITS FAIR SHARE OF

THE DEFENSE BUILDUP

IN THE FIRST

REAGAN ADMINISTRATION?

Lawrence J. Korb

B(—;T\\ EEN fiscal yvear 1980 and fiscal year
1985 the detense budget doubled. growing from $144
billion n fiscal year 1980 10 $292 biltion in fiscal vear
1985, If one discounts tor inflation. the real growth
over this period was $104 billion or 32 percent. Total
defense spending for the first part of this decade was
$1.7 tnllion, and, for the first time in our nation’s his-
tory. the budget increased in real terms more than three
successive vears. In tact. it went up for six consecutive
years.

Despite this outpouring of money. many people
have argued that the Department of Defense did not
receive commensurate improvements in its military
capabilities. These arguments usually are based on one
or all of the following assumptions: that the DOD had
no coherent strategy. it simply threw money at the mili-
tary departments to spend as they saw tit; the military
balance actually deteriorated during this period: and too
much money was spent on hardware or modernization
and not enough on readiness and sustainability.

Although the first two assumptions are certainly
worthy of analysis, they are quite properly the subject
of separate and detailed discussions. This examination

401
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will focus on the third assumption—that sutficient
monies were not spent on readiness or sustainability.

The Meaning of Readiness

Betore beginning an analysis of this issue. it is impor-
tant to be precise about how we detine and app.y the
term readiness.

One of the long-standing problems in discussing
defense readiness has boen that “readiness™ means
many things to m:y people. Too otten both unsophisti-
cated private citizens, members of the Congress. and
even some sentor DOD officials—both military and
civilian—have used the term “readiness™ to refer to our
overall deferse capabilities. In 1981, in an attempt o
define the terms precisely enough so that they could be
measured. and for an understanding of how changes in
resource levels influence different aspects of overall
defense capabilities. DOD devised and officially issued
some standard basic definitions. Overall military
capability is a function of four attributes:

Force structure: The numbers, size. and composition
of the units that comprise our defense torces, for
example. divisions. ships. and air wings.

Force modernization: The technical sophistication of

all the elements of the force.

Force readiness: The collective ability of the elements

of the force to deliver the outputs for which they were

designed.

Force sustainability: The “‘staying power™ of the

force during combat operations. often measured in

numbers of days.

Thus, “‘readiness’” as it is defined. measured, and

reported is a much narrower concept than the size of the
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torce or the rute at which it is modermized. Those who
make such pronouncements as you've goi to modern
iz¢ 1o be ready " merely confuse an already complicated
issue. The term ““force readiness™ or “readiness™
means a measure of the pre-D-day status of the force as
it pertains to Its wartime requirements (or operationatly
available materiel. and appropriately trained manpower:
Tsustainability T measures post-D-day staving power.

Thus. ““force readinesy™ is only one of the key
components ot the broader concept of ““military
capabtlity. ™" [t should be noted that it is possible tor a
force to be 100-percent ready—all equipment opera-
tional. al personnel trained—and sull not provide ade-
quate military capabifity because of a deficiency m one
of the other components that determine that capability.
tor example. torce structure, On the other hand, it is
possible for a torce to perform adequatety in combat
even though it is less than 100-percent ready. Unless
this distinction is kept in mind. force modernization. a
component of military capability. can very easily be
confused with force readiness.

As shown in figure 1. torce readiness has both
materiel and personnel dimensions. Each of these is

L —T T )
FORCE FORCE FORCE FORCE
STRUCTURt MODERNIZATION READINESS SUSTAINABILITY
; 1
M. TeRIEL PERSONNEL
READINESS READINESS
| §
r—~L—_-1 r———-.l—-—-—1
] [ 1 1 4
MATERIEL MATERIEL PERSONNEL TRAINING

INVENTORIES CONDITIONS (NVENTORIES

Figure 1
Military Capability
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driven by the resources available to the communder for
the performance of his wartime mission.

Materiel readiness for a unit consists of two ele-
ments: the inventories of equipment and supplies on
hand refative to the wartime requirement: and the ability
of this hardware to perform the tunctions needed.

The two corresponding considerations in personnel
readiness are the inventories of personnel on hand rela-
tive to the wartime requirement, and the status of train-
ing of these personnel tor the functions they must
perform in wartime.

Thus. the factors at the bottom of tigure 1 vield the
basic measures of readiness. In order to measure mate-
riel and personnel inventories. the percentage of people
and critical equipment items on hand. as contrasted to
what 1s necessary in wartime, are used as the basic
measures. Likewise, for training. the percentage of
training accomplished as opposed to what is required is
used as a basic readiness measure. Materiel condition is
shightly more involved: the readiness measure used most
often here is the mission capable (MC) rate. Thiys is
essentially the average percentage of time a weapon sys-
tem or equipment {or a collection of them) is able to
perform the functions for which it is needed.

The principal measures of unit readiness are the
C-ratings (that is. combat readiness ratings) from the
Joint Chiefs of Staft unit status and reporting system,
{(UNITREP). The UNITREP is designed. managed. and

controlled by the Office ot the Joint Chiefs of Statt

{OJCS). The Services collect and report their readiness
statistics (up through the several levels) to the OJCS in
accordance with specific Service-developed reporting
rules within broad OJCS guidelines.

It is important to understand that the UNITREP
system was designed primarily, if not exclusively. to

Jra—
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measure the day-to-day readiness of the operating forces.
It was never mtended as a too! tor developing budgets and
outvear financial programs nor. because of changing cnite-
ria, does it always give a completely accurate view of
readiness trends over time. lts primary purpose is to tell
the Secretary of Defense. the Chairman of the Joint Chiets
of Staft. the Commanders in Chiet. and the service Chiets
what units are ready roduy to go to war on short notice,
which are not, and for those that are not. what lacks of
resources constrain them.

The UNITREP assigns one of these overall C-rat-
ings to cach combat unit: C-1 (fully ready), C-2 (sub-
stantially ready). C-3 (marginally ready), C-4 (not
ready), and C-5 (not ready. but for reasons previously
planned). Examples of C-5 units are ships undergoing
scheduled overhaul. or uatts 1n the process of being
activated or deactivated.

For each combat-oriented unit. & C-rating i1s com-
puted for each of the tour resource measures, equipment
fill readiness. equipment status. personnel fill readiness,
and personnel training. The basic readiness percentages
in each of the four resource categories are transfated
into C-ratings in accordance with criteria that are stand-
ard across Services and equipment types. For example,
if a unit has between 70 percent and 90 percent of its
wartime requirement for selected critical items, it is
given a C-2 rating for equipment readiness (inventory).
The overall C-rating for the unit is the lowest C-rating
in any of the four readiness categories.

In addition to the basic measures of readiness
(shown on the left-hand side of table 1). the ancillary
indicators. shown on the right, provide some insight
into what 1s contributing to increases or decreases in the
basic measures of readiness. For example. mission-
capable rates should improve as maintenance backlogs




T
406 Lawrence J Korb
Table 1
Measures of Readiness
Busic Measures Ancillury Measures

Percent equipment versus Maintenance backlogs

requirements
Percent personnel iventories versus - Supply fill rates

requirements
Percent training versus requirements  Supply backorders
Mission-capable rates Canatbahization rates

Wir reserve withdrawals

Flying hours. steaming days
battalion traiming days

Exercnses

Reenlistment rates

Mental categories of enlistees

Match of skills and grades
versus jobs

Personnel turbulence stability

are reduced. supply backorders are cut. and supply fill
rates are increased. Also. a healthy supply system. with
adequate spares, is reflected in reduced cannibalizations
and fewer withdrawals from war reserves. Similarly.
training improvements should come with increased
training exercises and increases in flying hours, steam-
ing days. and battalion training days. Also. the percent-
age of personnel inventories as contrasted to
requirements improves with positive enlistment trends
and reenlistment rates. and the extent to which positions
are filled with personnel in the required skill/grade
category.

Just as some people confuse the meaning of readi-
ness. others confuse the budget accounts that actually
contribute thereto. For example. many people believe
that all operation and maintenance (O&M) funding and
only operation and maintenance funding has a direct
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impact on readiness. This 15 a serious misconception.
As detailed in table 2. several budget accounts aftect
readiness. The budget accounts that have a major
umpact on readiness are (1) operations and maintenance.
(2) procurement. (3) military personnel. and (4) stock
fund. In addition. some projects in the military con-
struction account can have a significant direct or indi-
rect eftect on readiness or on other attributes of detense
combat capabilities.

Purchases made through the procurement accounts
enhance readiness by acquiring some of the spare parts
needed to replace those parts that fail in our weapon
systems and equipment: also moditication Kits are
acquired to improve the reliability and maintainability
(R&M) of our hardware (some R&M modifications buy
“readiness” " other modifications buy “*modernization”:
some modifications buy both): and egrtipment items (for
example. tanks, howitzers. and trucks) bought to fill
shortages in existing force structure.

Table 2
Key Budget Accounts Affecting Readiness

Procurement Military personnel
Spare parts Pay
Support cquipment Bonuses
Maoditication Kits Incentives

Mujor cquipment items

Operations and maintenince Stock tund
Depot repairs Peacetime augmentiation
Installation or moditications War reserve mateniel

alterations

All foree operations
Flving hours
Steaming days
Battahion trianing days

uren
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These procurement accounts are very important to
readiness, but there v 4 sigmticant lag time between
appropriation of procurement funds and the ettect they
have on readiness. Typically. it takes two years or more
between the appropriation of dollars to buy spare parts.
repairs. and equipment and the delivery of these to the
field. In early 1986. DOD was just beginning to accept
delivery of those parts procured with fiscal year 1983
funds. The tull eftect of the procurements on readiness
was not tully felt untul late 1986.

It is true. however. that the Q&M appropriation
generally influences readiness more quickly and etti-
ciently than does the procurement account. They pro-
duce quicker results because O&M tunds finance depot
repairs. installation of modifications. torce operations.,
and training. beginning six months from the time they
were appropriated. It is more efficient because repairing
an item usually costs approximately 15 to 20 percent of
the cost to buy a new item. This difference in fag tmes
and efficiency is the basis of DOD’s general policy that
repairing an iem takes priority over procuring an item
of the same tvpe.

Military pay. bonuses. and other incentives help
recruit and retain the numbers and types of people
needed in our armed services. As shown below | because
of additions to this account personnel readiness has
increased dramatically since 1981,

Let me conclude this review of basic concepts and
definitions with a briet description of the cntical com-
ponents of sustainability. i.c.. the staying power of the
force in combat. To sustain our torces. planning must
be undertaken in peacetime to replace those resources
that will be consumed or suffer attrition during combat.
These post-D-Day supplies come from either war
reserve stockpiles or the mobilization production base.
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Figure 2
Materiel Sustainability

As shown in figure 2. ideally. sufficient stocks should
be available and properly positioned at D-Day to meet
combat consumption demands until the production base
(and transportation pipeline) can be expanded to meet
the demand.

The primary components of manpower sus-
tainability. analogous to war reserve materiel and the
production base, are a pool of trained individuals to
serve as replacements. and unit fillers. Furthermore it is
necessary to have training bases to process volunteers or
conscripts in time of war. Those components must be
balanced in a manner comparable to the matericl
components.

The Real Issue
With this as a background. let us now focus on the

argument that readiness has not received its fair share of

———-
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the budget. The dipute is based on two prapositions
First. as indicated in table 3. between tiscal vear 1981
and 1985 the defense budget increased by 60.7 percent.
However, over that same pertod. operation and mainte-
nance grew by only 40.1 percent while procurement
grew by slightly over 100 percent. In real terms. or con-
stant fiscal year 1987 dollars, the O&M increase was 25
percent while procurement rose by almost 70 percent.
Thus. whereas 1n fiscal year 1981 procurement
accounted for $7 billion less than O&M. by fiscal veur
1985 it received almost $20 billion more.

Second. by DOD’s own measurements between
1980 and 1984, the percentage of Army units rated C-
or C-2 actually dropped by 25 percent while the per-
centage of Air Force units rated C-1 or C-2 showed a
drop of 15 percent. Only the Navy showed improve-
ments in this period. and this change was primarity in
the manpower arca.

Both of these proposttions are misleading. Not all
the readiness tfunds are in the operation and maintenance
account. and the entire procurement account 1s not dedi-
cated just to modernization. A more accurate way to
analy z¢ the mix of modernization readiness is presented
in table 4. Rather than using the five budget titles as in
the DOD budget. this table breaks the budget down into
eight categories. thereby enabling us to see which por-
tions of the procurement account go for modernization
and which actually are allotted to readiness.

Ax the table suggests, the largest arca of real
growth in the DOD budget since fiscal vear 1980 is in
materie) sustainabihity. which has grown in real erms
by almost 21 percent a vear. While growth in moderniza-
tion and torce structure equipping has been substantial.
nearly 16 percent per year. so also has been the growth
in materiel readiness. almost 15 percent per vear. The




Eae L oy

414

sy Get lis Fare Share!?

Did Readine

frowe YON

> R
S NI {9ty
b fiw lot'T
OOy (SO INDy OSN'C oror
s g X&' oW vyl thol
] LEROIt [V IRECS O B N S M)
bsl Ly R P R Y A N

YOWRT YN 9Ts]
[ s B A U T I [ S S S S
UV o, 11 CONTOND Os D Neg PLEOND I8iv 10 sy sl
I 06 el RN | su00l tot'C AN
Ut UNK 06X [V cla'e YOlC TN’
LY 6l LIS 't JIv't 916t NOY Y
99X N1t LOVTIY  LOW'90 S6LI0 antul o'y
9 o) SRRt TERU6 BTN TUETHY W TURE
SYSTOT YONT D OSHTL OFs UG 9ur Ty RETuy
NS H Y86 ] 0Ky
9y oLy SLOLD LQURTHY RRUTSE LIRTTE 66Ty
A B Y SNA [T [N Jund INn

NIl g

(AN ATV

et ard paagar ety

SUIPUNGE 0] 0P NP o) PPE ol set /_.4:,_—::,/

umidend vangp o)
SPURT USRI e Sujoany
WirgSodd T s s oduon pue Jasnoy s §

UOH SO SUPTEY
UOTITREAD pur w3 patadopaap garasay
uMuAMm G

ueuamew pue aonreidgy
sed paniay
NATIRVISTHITN

UOTIFREADY PUr " jso) :_.J::__._.J»..._J BIRELIRARY
BRI N

Muruaet pur uoneiadey
aed pamay
(BTN AN REITITIEN

SIP[OP UL

Anoneudosddy {g—asuaya) Jo wouaeda()

£ YR




CETERR

Lawrence | Kork

v

41

P ———. e

SINPY AR P U0 SRS IO SISRG PR Uo g NI (s,

g pure cuatdinds poddng o

E:»E:z /:7__‘.,:_

1 opeataood Cgogepodeurn suoneiadao {ddns suonriage puv suonedipows junadiby,

UCHPRIDARE pung Yoo pur powaimond saeds asuraane jodagg
sy duneiade S o) oo pue cpang s Spddns asurusinrun odap s wopg sapnpsug

uoddns pruuosesd

0 e Eapaw - Juued pnprapi uoneadosdde putosaad Sy

1 v e I sl

I woan quanaad jenuar)
IS TS RLITY
srd paimoy
ol wanad jenuuae

HOGUNS 12410 PUR SOIIR L UORDIGOY SRy

nrwosi quaniad (rnaue,
QIIQRUIPIDS |2y

tyrwesd uanad e guey
SISIFOL RIUDS 1041¢)

tyinord uaad [enour)
SSAUIPRAL ML ﬁu_U:‘.:_.:_ »,__:::....v

X X0 uesIorg Tl
-0 N9 s 9l v 91 6l tul
RS Lo v th 6
< iy 6 6¢ (AN
IS BV TS B YRV IS
90 v 1 v N [
LN RRES BN
T 0 N X v ool Y sl
L5 o o A A I S L S
9t NN fHh7 9 0g t X1 9t
[ER S P e
t ol v Nl Yl | trl
[ too0 [ ] (]
oy v Ny NN MY [ oty
i L PO A P NS
Y s EIFAN 008

[ 68 oSN ol

tgrnedd uanad o
/C::_;QLZ AR ST .J::_.Ja.‘ua_
tyinosd quasad jenuur)
ssaupeat pauuosiad ey
grwosd auaad o
toneziapow pur Juiddinho armonas assog

SNCONAL L] wwnd
HEf I weogry T
JON jratiy
Jrptnadico )

6l L0 vnl INal ONH

e g \: wry

(SUONIIG UL SIEYOP §RAT A4 JURISUOD U1 v () 1)

uonuny <q spuasl Iuwpuny (o
t Aqey,




Did Readmess Ger s Far Share? 413

only account not 1o show improvement s military per-
sonnel. The compounded real growth in this area s only
3.4 percent. Yet personnel s the area ot greatest
improsvements. In the fiscal vear 1981 -85 period. the
quahity of recruits s at an all-tme high and retention s
at record levels,

The second proposition is equally misleading. ft s
true that from 1981 -84 the number of units rated C- 1.
fully ready. and C-2, substantially ready. dd dectine
tor the Army and Air Force units. However, duning that
samie time the criteria to achieve these higher levels of
readiness were made more stringent. For example. in
1981, tactical wir squadrons in the United States were
rated fully combat-ready 1o equipmentat they had
enough materied to tight tor 15 davs. However, i 1982
the criterta tor C-1an this area was changed to 30 days,
As a result a unit could have increased its resources
trom 16 to 25 days in the 1981-to-1985 period but
dropped its readiness rating from C-1 to C-2.

Similarly, during this same period, the Army
began introducing M-1 tanks into its combat torces and
revised its tull-readiness criteria tor tank battalions o
that only those possessing M- tanks could be rated -
I an equipment. Thus units still possessing M -60A3
tanks sutfered a decline in readiness ““on paper™ solely
because they had not vet recerved the M1 Abrams
tank.

The onty meaningtul wayv to answer the second
proposttion is to take a broad took at the wartighting
capabilities ot armed torces. noting whether they have
improved significanty over the past five years. Since
exact readiness frgures are clussitied. we need to be
content with some broad indicators.

The most important single indicator of the strength
of any organization is its people. What happened to the
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Recruits with High School Diplomas (all Services)

quantity and quality of the people in the armed forces
between 1981 and 19857

The size of the total force. active duty and Selected
Reserves, grew significantly in the first part of this dec-
ade. In 1980, there were 2.95 million people in the total
torce. 2.05 million individuals on active duty and 0.9
million active (drilling) reservists. By 985, the total

torce had increased in size to 3.3 milhon, an increase of

350,000 or 12 percent. By 1985, the active foree stood
at 2,15 milhion and the Selected Reserves had reached
an all-time high ot 1.1 million.

Not only has the quantity of military personnel
increased. so also has the quahity. In 1980, for example.
only 54 percent of the Army’s new recruits were high
school graduates. By 1985 that number had risen to 91
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percent. For all the services. the number ot high school
graduates entering the military grew from 68 percent in
fiscal vear 1980 to 93 percent in fiscal vear 1985, Fig-
ure 3 displays this large jump in the number ot high
school graduates over the 1980-85 period.

As suggested in figure 4. the aptitude level of the
new recruits also has increased markedly since the
Reagan administration took office. In fiscal year 1980
about 66 percent of those entering the services scored
average or above average on the Armed Forces
Qualification Test. This was slightly below the average
for the nation’s youth population. In fiscal 1985 over 93
percer: were in that category. The chunge was even
more dramatic for the Army. In fiscal year 1980, 55
percent of those entering the Army were in the below-
average category. Last vear less than 10 percent of the
new recruits scored below average.

Retention also improved substantially in the first

CTCAr vEaR

AR

137y 1900 A1) 1992 1583 1984 1285

Figure 4
Aptitude Level of Recruits (Percent Scoring Average and Above)
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Reagan administration. The first-term reenhistment rute
rose tfrom 38 percent in 1980 to 48 percent in 1985, The
career retention rate jumped trom 71 percent to 84 per-
cent in that same pertod. This has resulted na more
expericnced force better able to handle the more com-
plex weapon systems and has substantially eliminated
the much-discussed NCO and petty otticer shortages of
the past decade. From 1980 to 1985, the average vears
of service of those on active duty increased trom 5.5 to
6.0 vears.

In addition to the dramatic improvements in the
personnel area, the operating forces have all received
large amount: of modern sophisticated equipment.
Moreover, as indicated in figure 3, increased tunds have
been provided to maintain the equipment. train the peo-
ple to operate and maintain it properly. to buy sufficient
spares and repair parts. and to purchase adequate
ammunttion to ensure the staving power of this
equipment.

As a consequence. the warfighting capability of
our land. sea, and air forces has improved dramatically
in the first Reagan administration. Compared to 1980,
the wartighting capability of the Army’s infantry active
divisions has gone up by about 60 percent. while that of
its National Guard counterpart has improved by almost
40 percent. Similarly. over the past five years. the abil-
ity of the tactical air forces to generate sorties has risen
by almost 80 percent. Finally. the overall readiness of
Navy's deployable battle force is up by 32 percent over
the same period.

In addition. our ability to deploy our forces has
also improved greatly. In 1980, DOD could airlift only
28 million ton-miles per day. By 1985 that figure had
increased to 40 milhon ton-miles. Similarly. in 1980.
DOD possessed only 80 short tons of sealift capability.
But, by 1985 it had grown to almost 400 short tons.

B T
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During the tirst Reagan administraiion. there was
an appropriate balance between the tunds spent tor read-
iness and hardware. This is apparent it one understands
the definition of the terms used in the debate, and the
budget accounts that contribute to readiness and sus-
tainability. and if one uses common-sense indicators to
measure the improved warfighting capabilities of our
land. sea. and air forces.

However. the second Reagan administration is not
like the first. The fiscal year 1986 Defense Department
budget declined by 6 percent in real terms. the lurgest
decline in 15 years. Moreover. the fiscal vear 1986-90
defense program was reduced by $300 billion or 20 per-
cent between January 1985 and January 19%6. Given the
passage of Gramm-Rudman-Hollings. the short-term
outlook does not appear to be hopetul. The challenge
will be to maintatn that balance between modernization
and readiness in a period of fiscal austerity. If this is not
done. the gains of the first Reagan administration will
be eradicated.

[
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